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THUB8DAY, HAHOR 8, 1073 

HotfiB or BB^MJSBirrATrvM, 

OeNSRAIi StBCOMMlTTKB OK EdUCATIOK 
01* THli COMMITTEB ON EoTJOiLTtON AND LaBOH^ 

Wu$hingUnhD.O. 

The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m.i pursutmt to call, in room 2176, 
Raybura House 0£Bco BuilcUng) Hon. Call D. Perkins (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. ■ 

Present: Hepresentatives P^erldns, Lehman and (Juie. . 

Staff members present: Jolin F. Jennings, majority counsel; Charle^ 
W* Radcliffe^ mmority counsel for education; and Mrs. Marian 
Wyinwi, special assisf^t to the chairman. 

Chairman Perkiks. The committee will come to order. A quorum 
is present [ 

The General Subcommitttve on Education is beginning healings 
foday on H.R. 4974, a bill to amend the Na(ional School Lunch Act 
and the Child Nutrition Act. 

{Text of H.R. 4974 follows :1 

mi, W Coag,, UX 8«S9.! 

A BILt/ To estabUsh a prcgr&m o( QutrUk>a «ducdtlpQ tot ehUdreo as a part o( the nfttton;il school Iviiiph 
&aa oMld RUtHUcn pmgnms and to Amend thtf K&tlonM Scbbot Loilrh end Chfid Nutrilk>a Aot« for 
purposes related t) strengthening the etlstlng child nutrition prc^ym 

Be U enacled (ht Senafe and House of RepmetUalivec of the United States of 
Atnericc in Congre^i atimhled, That thla Act may be cited as the" Child Nutrition 
Education Act of 1973*'. 

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary of Agrlctilture (hereinafter referred to as the "Secre- 
tary) Is authorized to formulate the basic elements of a nutrition education 
p/ogram for children to be extended on a voluntaxy basis through SUte educa* 
tiocal agencies to schools and service institution^ as a part of the 8Cb)o\ lunch 
and cKiia nutrition programs. Such % program shall include, but sh/il not be 
limited to, the preparatu n of course outlines, based on the advice of experts In 
the field of child nutritior, claesioom teaching aids, visual materials, the training 
of school food service personnel and the training of teachere to conduct coursee 
|p nutation utilising the school food service program as a laboratory. In developing 
such a program the Secretary shall consult with the Office of iTducation of the 
Department of Healthy Education and Welfare and with recognised authorities 
in the field of hum^n nutrition and nutrition education. 

(b) For the fiscal year ld74, the Secretary is authorized to use not to exceed 
$2,000,000 out of funds mad^ available for the conduct of school Itinch and chlla 
nutrition programs for the ;>urp08e of developing a nutrition education program 
as outlinea under (a) above* From the funds made avaiJable under this fiubsection, 
the Secretary shall advance to each State edncatloual agency an amoutit not to 
exceed $25,000 for the fiscal year 1974» The amounts so advanced shall be lor the 
purpose of the employment of a nutrition educ^.tlon specialist in each State educa* 
iioncd agency in order to provide for the planning and developjaent of a nutrition 
education program or the children in each State. 

(i) 



(o) i'or the flaced veiir grants to the States tor the conduct of nutrition 
educAtton programs for children shall be based on a rate of fiO cents for each child 
enrolled In schools or service Institutions within the State and, for each fiscal year 
thereafter, grants will be based oa rate of $1 for each child so enrolled. Enrollment 
<lata so u$ea will be the latest available as certified by the Office of Education of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

(d) Thd fundrfftiije ^<ylibU,\|ndetfUV^ecti(>n (o) )^kyW}ii€d for the employ. 
metki of personnel JiSclualng supporting services, fn the State educational aeeacies 
to coordinate and promote the conduct of nutrition education programs In par- 
tfclpating school districts, and for other ptiiiposes lelated to such programs , 

There Ts hereby axithprli^ed to be appropriate^ tUv ^unds necessary to carry out 
the purpose of this sectloi^. - , r >. 

(e) A nutrition educaVton advisory council shall be established In each Ste^te tO 
provide guidance and asalstance in formulating the nutrition education program to 




of jiutritlon^ education^ healthy and welfare. 

' STA'f B ADMJNISTRAtlVf; MMNSfiS 

Sf:c. 3. Section 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1066 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following I 

'Tor each fiscal year beginning with the fiscal year 1074, State educational 
agencies ejo aiithorlxed to use an amount, not to exceed 2 per centum of ag^egated 
payments made to such agencies by the Secretary under the National School 
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 in the preceding fisoal year, to 
assist in the administration and supervision of the programs authorised under 
such Acts: Provided^ That not less than 7ft per centum of any funds U;3ed under 
this authority shall be dli-ected to the employment of field nutrition supervl^.s 
and auditors who have a certificate of traldng In the subject areas or the equiva- 
lent in the field supervisory or auditing experience; Provided further. That the 
funds expended ut(*er this section shall be used to supplement the existing level 
of administrative support services and expenditures therefor for the child nutri- 
tion programs In eacn State.** 

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PBOQRAMS 

Sec. 4, (a) The first sentence of section 4(c) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1066 
Is amended to read as foUows; 

"Funds apportioned and paid to any State for the purpose of this section shall 
be disbursed by the State educational agency to schools selected by the State 
educational agency to assist such schools In financing the costs of operating a 
breakfast program anifor the purpose of sut^sectlon (d}v" ^ 

(h) The second scntctice of section 4(c) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1066 
is deleted. 

(c) Section 4(b) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by adding the 
following paragraphs at the end of such section: » , - ^ 

*'The national average payment established by the Secretary for all breakfasts 
Served to eligible childten shall not be less than 6 cents j an amount of not kss 
than 15 cents shall be added for each reduced-price breakfast; and an amount of 
not less than 20 cents shall be added for each free breakfast. In cases of severe 
need, a payment of up to 45 cents may be made for breakfasts served to children 
qualifying for a /rce breakfa^jt. 

"For the fiscal years subsequent to the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1973> the 
breakfast paymcnta specified in this subsccUon shall reflect changes in the cost of 
<>perallng a school breakfast program under this Act by giving cmial wclgat to 
changes Tn the wholesale prices of all foods and hourly wa^^ rates for cniployecs 
of eating places published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department 
ofLftbor;^ 

N ATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 

Seo. Section 14 of the National School Lunch A^t is amended as follows: 
(1) Li subjection (&) replace the word ^'thirteen*' \sith the word "nlnotcen" and 
insert after the phrase '*(or the equivalent thereof)'S the first time it appears the 
following: ''one member shall be a supervisor of a school lunch program In a 
school system in an urban area (or the equivalent thereof) j one member 
shall be a supervisor of a school lunch program in a school system in a rural area; 



two tttombew nh$i\ be parenU.pi fi^hpfAfig^ ohttdwo; iwo mtmUw shitt be leo- 
^^2J?X #9^1 studetjU partielpAUng in tue achoo*. Ivinoh program;' 5 

Sub4e<J«ofi (b) to amended by striking qui '^nlno" InSertlri^ In Ueu thereof 
'edU^%jfi^hy addtatt tbi foUowiiiit to eubeectlODt ne^ membw to b# 
appoteted to f;J^e'<^ by feasor of the amendme^ii to iubeebtioti 

(a) rpide by •eetlon 5x)f the Child Nutriflon EdLcaUon Act ot l973/«biai b^ ap- 
fi^w^fa lo^ terms w three years, etcept th^ti the terms of the secondary ttudenta 
sAau be t#o years " » ^ 

.-^8^ sejbeeottpn (e), delete the word "sevett" and Inaert In lieu thereof the word 

W Sub^iqn (f) U amended by ad<Ung the following at the end of suoh sub- 
seotloa: "For the purpose of obtaining information inclde6i to uiaklng the afor^ 
said teeommendations, the council, by vote of Its members present may re^iueet 
the appwaAce, at any of its meeting, of representatives froiii governmental Or 
nongovernmental agencies or orga^sations concerned with the nutrition and weU 
fare of children. ; < 

,^^1^.IJ?^ 

"(i) The Council shall continue In existence until lerntoated by Act Of Congress 
enacted after the enactment of the Child Nutrition Education . Act Of 1973.M 

B£0t7I/ATI0MS 

Sbc. 6. The National School Lunch Act is amended by addipg after section 15 
the following new section: 

*'8i:c. 16. Prior to the publicatiori in the Federal Register of any proposed 
regijJatlons to Implement the provision of this Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966, the SjBcretary shall solicit the comments and recommendations of the 
National Advisory CouncU on ChUd Nutrition, and a representative group of 
StaU and local school food service admlnls'rators and selected lay cltiEens and 
sHftll establish a five-member group to work with the Department of A^culture 
in the development of such regulationa that reflect the comments of such groups." 

Sec. 7. (a) Section 4 of the Nation^ School iunch Act is amended to delete 
the phrase "8 cents per iunch" as it appears In said section and su^aitltute the 
phrase "10 cents per lunoh. For the nscal years subsequent to the fiscal year 
beginr^ing July 1, 1973, the national average payment shall reflect changes in the 
cost of operating the scl ooi lunch program under this Act by gi dng equal weight 
to changes In the wbolet a' ' prices of m foods and hourly wage rates for employees 
of eating places published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of 
Labor." 

(b) In any fiscal year in whi ^h the national average payment Is increased above 
the amount prescribed in the previous fiscal year, the maximum Federal food- 
cost contribution rate, for the type of lunch served, as provided for under section 
8 of the National School Lunch Act, shall be increased by a like amount. 

SPECIAL FOOD SERVICE PROQRAU FOR CHILDREN 

Sec. 8. Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act is amended by adding the 
following to subsectioA (d) of eald section: Provided, Aawe^^f, That the Secre- 
tary may enter into agreement with State educational agencies for the adminis- 
tration of the program in situations where it Is conducted under sponsorship of 
the local government. In such situations the Secretary shall reimourse partici- 
pating service Injtltutlons throufh State educational agencies under agreement 
>Hth the Secretary'-. 

C0UP£TITIV£ FOODS 

Sec. 0. (a) Section 9(s) of the National School Lunch Act (nutritional and 
other prowam requirements) is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing: "Additional foods which make a significant nutritional contribution may 
be offered for sale to chUdren during the periods of food service conducted under 
programs authorized under this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to the 
extent such offerings are necessary to meet nutritional need<? of pupUs In partici- 
pating schools: Provided, hotoever, Th%i the sale of such additional foods shall be 
under the management and control of the food service department of the school 
and proceeds from such sales shall accrue to said department.'' 

Cb) The second sentence of section 10 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1779) is deleted. 



. See. lOi (h) SMtitm U ol tho Matioc^ School Luaah ^oi b ai0opdi4 b}f te4e0- 
JKa) £if«n»til providea la Motion lO of thte in ^oal yoar e«oh 8^a^ 



edttMllobal aMxoy ahiU receive lp«c^ aMtatan^ tii^mer&iei In ammt 
be d^teimtnea in the following manner: muUlplying iu9 numUiir el (^^^ • 

•l^tteg of d eombinatlcm of foode alid meeting t^^iinltoum jiuM^Ofi^ re<mtn»« 
menta pre^crtb^ by the Secretary purauaiit to fubsection Oia) 6f thig Act) a^tved 
fjKif toVuidre^ elifible foe aueh lUnoh^ iai iQho<>bf within tt^i 8t*^ duiiM math 
r44)a)>eM by the speeiiJ-asiil&t^eid facltir foj) f lunohoa pref^rib^-by tWSo^ 
r^rt fpr luck fti^ yeaar and multiplying -the number lulifibe^a^ftd P^ik 
redtii)ed priee to tbildria eligible fop i^ch re4tieedr*pri04 hinehaa in a<H!i^te'^mA ; 
th^tr ^lale during euoh flaoal year by the gptem-aasiataaee fMt^ f<ff ireatte#4''. 
price lunohea preacribed by the Secretary for auch fUcal year. For ibe W3al yei^r 
berinning S^m^ty fiit«^rtbe > ap<)$Wr«etete]a 

f or free luhehea ox nOtv leaa than I & oeaui ma h apaoialtadatetaAee f ii^tQi for reduo^- 
pHo^ Wnjbhee jrhioh ahall be 10 centjs leM thad the •peolaJTftaalatenoft <SwJtPt (Qr> 
free lanchea. For flaoal years subaequont to the fiscal year beginning July 1, l^iA, 
the apecial-aasiat^nce factor to be preecribed by the Secretary for free iunchea 
s^U reflect Chi^ngea jp the co^t of operating a school lunoh program under this 
AH by gl^A^ equal weight to ohafagee in thO AVholeeale pHc^ of all fooda and 
hourly wage rates for emp\(^eea of eating placed publiphed'by the Bui«eau of l<abor • 
S^titlcaSf tholPebiWmeMofl^^^^ - - ^ 

^\ Bxcepl a9 ifSovlderf In ^eetir>n 16 of the Child NaiHtion Act im, the 
spectai-aafriBtAnbe paymenta tnado to eaeh State agbnicy during each ibcal yeatf' 
u^der eh4 ^rovM^^ itOfi aeetloh ahaU be use<l by auch State fiigen<hr to aaalat 
aohbohf ^f that State in fii^an^fng the coat of providing free and redueed-pHoe 
lunched a^rVed po ehildren buraMaht to aub^tW^ 0(b) of this Act. The amount ' 
of aueh apeclal as^latanc^ flibds that a ^ehool shall firom time to timi recelvoi 
'^thin a maximum per lunch amount eatablishcd by the Secretary for all States, 
shall be based on the need of tho sehbol fi*r such special assistance. Such max!- 
«(lVWcP<?r aWQUAt establj^^r^ by the Sec^^tary shaU pot bo than 00 

^) $u)b#ecti6h (p) <rf $UCl^ ^cUqp (as 80 ted^lgnat$4 by siibiiebtion (a)) ia 

^^{iymmmm^i ^^Z o^^^ P^^Ulon oCtWia Aqt, in thcf case of any s^hbol 
att^fjLdajtxje yni^ in whjcb 55 P^r eent\^ or rtioto of the ^tu.(*iettti are eU^ble for 
fr0^ Of req^ced-prico meaJa. all 8tu4e?iti* in such school att^ndftnc^ mit^ sh'Mlbo 
se^'^ meaw free of charge, lix anch caie, an meals set vea In auch attendance unit 
abaU be telmbu^ed at the apftcial ais^i^tance ffvctor for free Iunchea ftpproyed by 
the St^ito eauiatiotjal ^$epoy»" 

couuontttiia 

Si;o. Ih Section 9 of the National School Lunch Act 10 amended by ddiug the 
following aubsection : 

''(d) In any ftscal vear in which the Secretary is utable to expend the full 
aix^punta budgeted aAu programmed for thei purcb&se of con\mocliti^ x^i^^ section 
1 ol tUa Act mi aectloti^? oftH^ ^^ct of / ■ 

act 

after that Jate^ but in no'eventTitertS^^^^ 



6 of tWa Act mi aectloft oHm, ^Ht of August ^m^, uje ftmoujfttd Uti^xpen^e4 
.. . . - ,.1- )ujcba^0ovfo - ^ .^^.^ 

of tie^iwdovitJl^^^ 

each fjjcal year md ^ho actual dlatrlpution ao 

after that date, but in no event later than Ma^L^ xv. xii« ^.«v<.uuvw^ ^4 i^h^ vv^ 
the States imder this section shall be made on the basis of the formula Used in 
allocating section 6 and section 32 commodities for the school lunch program among 

psriHiTioNa 

Se<>, 13, Subaeotlop 6(e) of the Child ^Jutrltion Act. of 1966 is atnenijecj by 
adding the following sentence at th.e end of au^^h subsection: 'Tor the purpo^c^ of 
thia subs^ot^Qn the term 'schooJls without ^ food service* nhm (nciude tbo^ scbOs^^a 
which have initiated food servico on a tempo;:ary and emergency basis and desire 
to establish ap improved and, niore effective food service on a pentvanent basis 
to better meet the needs of children li, attendance/^ 



sh^ bo dlstJibuMampng th€f St^tea fpt m PMf^^Wo o\^o0d by pvfet}<j anolno^i- 
profit prtvat6 schools n^Mrfbat^ng |p \U school lui^cb program, Th^ d\i^xmmi(iti 
of tte amounU avaliabia for aucb dbtributtpn a^U w wue by F^brtjary 1 6f 



Sec. 14. Section 8 of the National School Lunch Act 1$ amended bv^dcBng iho 
4oU<>wiAit4t)erore the peAod ^lead M iMJd leoUon; 'U Pr0iii4i4,,^P^\ ^^oo\ 
ibod aumority ^ha^ w^ra^ a school mch jpxoip'aiia imdeir Apt in one of mcfe 
01 toe put^Uc schools vndettt^ iuHfldlctlon j^fiau operate the bt^^lim Iti all nthmA 
^det itelurt^dictioti by no UWih^n tHe ftsi^ai V*:^r ^iJ^; 3D, Wh; It^Js 
ttJHher t^rovid^ that the national ^ehool luneh qptSD^m b to be ^)ct«oded> by 
September I, 1975, to all public schoob in which chilaren 4re in attendanoe who 

3\Miy for froe or reduoed^prico lunches under the standards estaoUshed by tms 

tNCT*VStOK taV9*r TftV^fttTORt r 

Ssrc. 15» SubBoctlon (d) of section 12 of tKe National School Lunch Act, w atnend* 
ed» is amended by Inserting tlie phraAe 'Hhe Trust TetHtory df the Paeifto Islands/' 
before the word "or*' In paragfaph (l); by deletitig panajgraphs (4), (5). atid (6); 
and by iH)designating paragraph T7) as "paragraph (4). 

Oi^ANTS TOR PBOOAAU COSVS 

Sec. 15. The National School Lunch Act is amended by adding at tbe^end there- 
of the folio wing; 

•'LOCAli COSTS or SUrKRVlSION 

*'Skc. 17« The Seereft^iry is authoriwd to make grants to State odtioaUonal agen- 
clee, cut of amounts appropriated by Conrrees for tbe^purposea of this secitiQn, to 
assist in the supervision of local Drogram operatiQtvsf. The ftr^vnt to each State, is to 
be determined on the basis of SZSOTlor each school attendance unit pattlclpatihg 
in programs authorized under the National School Lunch Act and the CWld Nu- 
trttion Aetof 

Chairm^irt ]PEtiKiKs. AJthoWgh ll.ll, 4974 feOtitaitis toany 
strengthening Ihe admlnistt'aluon of ihe lunch, ttfe^kfa^t, and other 
child nutrition ;programB, I conceive of the oill las having tv^o pritoiJ)^ftl 
'purDose$. 

The nrst purpose is to rAake the feletn^tit^ of htittitiou educatioh an 
essential part of the schooling of all children in this coujatry. To acW^te 
^ this purpose, the bill authorizes grants ^jo the folates in ord^et to is^tab- 
lish or expand humtion ^ducatiou Cf>ui(^^. 

The bin also repeals a provision of the Child Nutrition Act 6hacUd 
last V0ar which coadqnog ibo use of vendi^ mftchin^i^ Q^ering non- 
nutfitlous foods i& tH &Cho?>ro^6t^^^ of byo cbtihtty. 

rbelievo f^iat tW^ teMloii musft be i^pe^afed i¥ \i6t it<> frus- 

trate all offorte at]piiN5^dito*o\mdnti triUdni^^ otr^osuth. Our bill W^uld 
provide init^ad that additron^^ foods jway onlj b$ avwlaWQ ip school 
^afeWrjias y^hcn they oavo mttritipnal valpe fpr the students and Ayhen 
thej^ are linaer the supervision of tW. people t^pofislble for the food 
service program in the schooj.; 

The second ba$ic purpose of 4974 Is to iniQreasfO Pedera| support 
for the school lunon and breakfast programs The rate of reimburse- 
incut* for these programs wi}} be increased under the biU from $ cents a 
meal to 10 cents a raeal, and the additional reimbursement fpr ffee 
meals ynW be increased from 40 cents to 46 cent^ 

I believe that the increased reimbujisement for firee meals is nec* 
essai^j; in oi:tler to permit the J^ed^ral Qovorrmaent to continue to 
meet its goal of feeding ^11 needy children. As ^President Nixon atated 
a oouf^e of year^ agOi we must assure that no needy child goes hungry 
in this country. This bill would ]ielp us to meet Uiat comtnltnient. 
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Tho bill, by incroftfeing the basic support from 8 cents to 10 cents a 
meal would also help us to step a very disturbing trend I see devel- 
oping in the school lunch program. According to a recent survey con- 
ducted by the committee, there has been a decline witlun the last 
year of more than 300,000 children who paid tho full price for their 
lunches. , . i . i 

These statistics indicate to me that the recent growth in the school 
lunch program has resulted almost exclusively from the substaiitial 
increase in the number of students receiving free meals and that there 
has actually' been a decline in the number of students paying the full 
cost of their meals. 

Although some of the students who paid the full cost last year may 
now be receiving free meals, my suspicion is that man^ of them have 
simply dropped out of tho school lunch program. This is due to the 
fact that many school districts have had to increase the price of their 
meals because of rising food prices and higher employee salaries. 

If the Federal Government does not increase its support for the 
school lunch program, I am afraid that many more students— who 
are mostly from middle income families — mil drop out of the school 
lunch program. ^ . ... i .., . t 

I am sure that if they drop out, their nutntioual needs will not be 
as fuUy milt as if they had participated. 

I would like our witnesses today to comment on these observations 
and to tell me whether their experiences on the local and State level 
have led them to the same conclusions. ^ 

Cur first witnesses today are Miss Josephine Martin, Atl^ta, Ga.: 
Mrs. Orotchon Plagge, Mr. John Stalker, and Mrs. Gene White. All 
of you may come around and, Dr. Ferryman, I presume you will want 
to get in the center of the panel and call on the witnesses. You proceed 
in any way that you prefer. , 

We are delighted to welcome all of you here again. Miss Martin 
and Dr. Ferryman have been before this committee on numerous 
occasions. 

Go ahead, Dr. PeiTyman. j • u 

Without objection, all prepared statements will be mserted in the 
record. 

AMERICAN SCHOOL POOD SERVICE ASS00IATI01I--A PANEL CON- 
SISTIK& OP JOHN iSRRYMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; JOSE- 
PHINE MARTIN, ATLANTA, OA.J JOHN STALKER, BOSTON, MASS.; 
MRS. GENE WHITE, CHINA LAKE, CALIF, j ORETCHEN PLACKJE^ 
SANTA FE, N. MEX. ; AND, JEANETTE SOHINN, DADE COUNTY, FLA. 

Mr. Ferryman. Thank you veiy much, Mr. Chairman. On behalf 
of the more than 65,000 members of the American School Food Services 
Association, I want to express our appreciation for this oppoitumty 
to meet before this subcommittee this monung and to testiiy on your 
bill, H.R. 4974. 

It is not my purpose this morning to make a statement, but rather 
to call upon this panel that we have brought with us. The legiblation 
is extensive. It does have nv^ny parts, and therefore, hi an effort to 
avoid repetition and to make the best use of the committee|s time, we 
hav3 given assigmnents to these very competent people this morning 
and I will ask tnem to testify on various parti of the bill. 



^ I would Uko first qf ajj to call upon the chairman of o\ir Legi^l^^^v^ 
Co^mmitfee,^ KIis$ Jo$ebhh\^ Marlfn, direclor of the school lunch pro: 
gram for tho State of Cleorgia. , . 

ISlm MAifiTiN. Mr. Chaffinan arid meml>ot^ of the ipoxamittee, my 
namfe is Jfosbphlne Martin. I am ietdmlnistrator of the Georgia school 
food service program and chairman of fho Legislative Committee. 
^ 1 Svrfcome the opportimity to testify in support of H.R. 4974, The 
Child Nutrition Education Act of 1973. 

First, >fr. Clialtman, I wish to thank you and the members of the 
Education fthd Labor Committee for enactment of lepslation in the 
atea of child nutrition i and in the total education arena. 

Under your leadcrshi];), education in the United States has been 
reformed, and food service is an important part of that reformation: 
The Child NitlHtion Act of 1966, which established the breakfast 
program; Public Law 91-248, the bill that ^sured e^ cry economi- 
cally needy child the right to a lunch at school; Public Law 92-163. 
the bill that guft^***i^teed funds to provide the economicalljMieedy. child 
a lunch; and JPublicLaw 92-433, the bill that extended the breakfast 
prop*am and stabilized the financial structure of that program for 
all children. 

Each of the^e law^has made a specific djmamic contribution toward 
the goal of "putting an end to hunger in America's classrooms** and 
to the broader goal of school nutrition programs as a right for all 
children* 

As dramatic as the growth has been since 1970, the task is not fin- 
ished. There are still 18,000 schools without food service, 2 milUon 
needy children are not being reached, and several million children for 
^ dom breakfast should be provided. Nutrition education hardly is 
bein^ taught, while researcn is telling us more about the direct 
relationships between nutrition and physical, emotional and mental 
health and development. 

ILR. 4974, the Child Nutrition Education Act of 1973, provides 
a bridge bet\vecn the current status of child nutrition programs and 
our goal of school food service and nutrition education as a basic part 
of every child's educational opportunity. 

H.R. 4974 contains necessar^r legislative provisions and funding 
authorities essential to maintaining the dynamic growth expen- 
enced since 1970, and provisions which will make child nutrition 
progr^ ms more responsive to nutritional needs of children. 

As I have studiecl the bill, it seems to me that it has provisions which 
are needed. No. 1, it establishes standards for all food served in 
school. No. 2, it provides for a nutrition program for the State, No. 3, 
it provides for a sounder basis for program planning, administration 
and operation. 

No. 4, it provides a foundation for expandiog programs to reach 
all schools by 1976. No. 5, it establishes a sound financitd structure 
for child nutrition programs. 

Thii; morning my statement focuses on those provisions of H,R. 
4974 which provide a sounder basis for program planning, admin- 
istration and operation of child nutrition programs by: (1) mcreaslng 
the size of the National Advisory Council to make it inore represent* 
ative and to enlarge its responsibitities to include planning. 

(2) Providing for participation of the National Advisory CouncU 
and local and State school food service administrators in working. 



tdlh VSpA to iname r^ulationsj fd) providing tot mete adeouate 
and equltftble funding for Stato adfnlnlstiratlvo expensos p,Ad th^ 
. (famework for staffing to m^et ptrogfau* 

(4) Pr<)vidln^ fwnds to teskfc thf local ^ymtivi with admlulslratton 
aad syp^j-vtejonj (« providing lot State educatloiial agencies to 
administer $pwlal food programs for children when operated by 
local govemtheAt. • 

, The second pwt of the bill, which 1 would like to make some 
remarks febijut, provides a foundation for expanding progrwns to 
reach all schooh by 1976 by Mtabllshlng a permanent authorization 
for nonfood asslstsnco of $40 inflJloni by pro^l<Ung a broader 
definition of ho-program schools as t^lated to nonfood assistance 
funds; by ea^blishlng requkeraentd for (til schools within a dbtrict 
to operate lunch programs by Jpne 30, 1076.' 

I wodd like to submit thy testimony for. the record, but with ycwr 
permission, focus bii four potnts. 

Chairman J*fiRK|iie, Without objection, U Is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follojys:) . - ; < 

Statement Of Jossphinb Martik, Administrator, Sckoii Foot Stiityibft 

PRQOBAMi OliOBOU PfiFABTKBHt OF EoUCAtlON AND .Cf/AllUfAK. LlSOldtA<r 

' Tlvi:CoMJ<iw)B, AMWOARScHopuFoooSmtct; Aesopiiji(^^ 

Uf, C]iiattnar\ and m^mb^rt of th^ oommutoev My naiAe ^ Jm-pXAni Mar tin/ 
I am AdmtnUtrator of tho Georgia School Food Service Prograni and PtiOrmi^h 
of th§ Am^r^an.$ohpol Food^S^ A$60<^H^^9 J^gtoUtJve Col^^ 
^eitfe WoM^^ io^.t68tiry It^ ^upporlof H,.R;^i;4, The cQld Nutritlou 

•-Flfctf S^r. ChidrrtAMV* wish to thank you and the membef$ of the Education 
and Ubor Commltteo for enactment of legislation In the ar^ of child nutrition; 




contrlbuUon toward tho goal of, ''ubttlng Art iixi to hunger in Amerlca'i cliss^ 
rooms ' and to tho broader goal of school nutrition programs as a tight for all 
children, 

As drajuatjo as the growth has been since IWO, the task not finished. Tbere 
are still l8,000 schools without food servjcOi two mlll!6n needy children are not 
being rmhod. and several mUIIon children for whoiti breakfast should bo pro-* 
vided. Nutrition education hardly Is belnff taughii while research is telling us 
more and more about the direct relationships between nutrition and physical/ 
emotlonalj and montrtl health and development, 

II.R. 1974, the ChUd Nutrition Education Act of 1073, provides a bridge be- 
tween the current status M child nutrition programs and goal Of school food service 
arid nutrition education its a basic part of every child's educational opportunity. 
IT, R. 4974 contains necessary legislative provisions and funding nuthorltics es- 
sential to maintaining the dynamic growth experienced since 1070, and provisions 
which will make child nutrition programs more responsive to nutritionni needs of 
children. 

The bill fills many gaps in the current legislation, provides a frameworlc for pro- 
jjrain expansion, and slmpUfiea administration of child nutrition progra^nu. 

H.R. 4074 provides a sounder basis for program planhing, administration, and 
operation rf child nutrition programs: > 

(1) Increases size of National Advisory Council to make It more representative 
and enlari;es its responsiblliti^ to include planning (Section 5). 

(2) Provides for participation of National Ad\4sory CJouncil and local and state 
school food service administrators In working with USDA in proposing regula- 
tions (Section 6). 
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SInc« W6e> tbe program h$$ bwotne Sch^t Nidrition with luilch, bt^kf&^. 
milk, non-food asslat^mtJOj wwocial developmental projoctj, and nutrition edtfcMWn 
and training* Since 1966, thelmplementatlon of xinif6rm Biardarda fotMlfiJbUUy 
and frco and reduced policy Implementation ha3 become a mlHy; UusA. ndw 
recjuiro3 A Civil UtghlJi Cotnpllarice check for }i of tho'achoola wUhln thi state 
each year, The rdmDUrti?mehl for fkieo meals 1^ based on 48)J or cost, w'Wchcvcr is 
IcJ^v'cr. Those Items afo enumerated only to focus on the <idaitlona! acfininlstratlve 
requirements placed on state odueational agencies for program admln^tratlon 
with limited additional resources. ; [ 

Thore are preeedfedts tn fed<iral leirtalaiion which authorize t percentage of alio* 
cations for admlnlatrAtlon, such as Title I of the ESEA which authorlto3 l% for 
administration *ind the Older Americana Act: nutrition programs (PL 92-258) 
which authorlE?$ 10% for administration* The American Sch<K>l F6od Service 
Aaaocifttlon b<iHrves (1) that the proposal for SEA contained in H.R, 4974 (a) ^iW 
provide ft more equitable fundlt^g formula and a more adequate amount of fund? 
for administration and Cb) till help promote the employment of peraontel with 
spetlal training to provide the kind of leadership to local districts which is to 
move child nutrition programs toward our national goal. 

(4) Section 17 provides funds to assist locid syst'^ms ydXh administration and 
supervision of programs. 

This bill will provide an earnings formula of $260 per operating unit for local 
supervision and administration. Although this amount l3 far too httle to finance 
a supervisor In the average size school dlstrlct/it will provide an Incentive for 
local districts to employ profo4slopaUy trained personnel to mauage the programs. 
A professionally trained person U needed to help teachers and managers JjS nutri- 
tion education and to manage the school food service programs. ' 

ASFA believes the heart of the Child Nutrition Program is where the' program 
is operated; the personnel managing and operating the programs determine the 
quality of program for children, and abo quality of resource Utilization. Funds 
need to be available to help districts Implement programs prescribed by the 
Congress. 

(5) Section 8 provides for State Educational Agencies to administer Special 
Food Programs for Children wb^n such programs are operated by igcal govern- 
ments. . . > - - 

Under the eidsting law, If the state Agency is prohibited from administering 
Special Food Programs for Children to private groups, all SPPO are admjnistexea 
for the st^te by the Regional OfRco of USDA. This provision would simplify 
administration within a state. As an example, the John\F. Kennedy Crater In 
Atlanta, ?i community complex, receives nutrition profer^im fijnds uhaer one pro* 
gram not .^orm three different sources. The Center contains $k public school, 4ty 
care centei. and a summer recreation progran^. The state financed the food served 
tn the public school. The regional USDA pay$ for food served for; day carci A 
prtvato contr?ctor who provides meals for the ;Lecreatlon program Is paid by the 
redonal office. * * 

lliet me move on now to the provislobs rdr Expanding programs to reach all 
: children: " : ■ 

1. n.R. 4&74 eatabllshe^ a permanent authorisation of forty million c^ollars for 
nonfood assiataiioe (Section J3)/ Program^ cannot function without facilities. In 
order to (1) bring |Jl no-program ^^nd new schools fnto the food rfev ,ice pro^abi 
and to (2) replace obsolete and wdtA out equipment In the S0,000 existing pro- 
grams, a continuing jipp>opriatlon of forty mil] Ion dollars Is needed/ Half should 
be set fcside for new school lunch progratns, and half should be pro^vfded to ^n* 
courage schools to 'modernise existing programs. We estimate' tn^V the preseht 
investment In the school lunch plant is about $2.4 billion. Depreciating this in- 
vestment over A 2?0 year, period require* an annual replacement Cost of mil- 
lion, and wo ask for one-seventh of that to assist schools to keep the plant emclent. 
If the national goal for child nutrition prograrh is to be achlevcdj tacilitle^ must 
be'updat^d.' adequate, and available. 

2. The bill also broadens the definition of no-program schools as related to non- 
food assistance (Section 12). Many school districtalmprovrfeed a system of feeding 
In thelate slxtica to get a meal to children In achools with no facilities, and present 
rules penalire them for their troubles. Section 12 would define a "school without 
food servico" to include those which have Initiated meal service on a tempi5faty 
or emergency basis. This would permit those districts to establish an improved 
and more effective food service on a permanent basis. 

3. H.R» 4974 establishes a requirement for all schools within a district to make 
the program available by June 30. 1975. The budget message clearly spelb out the 
present timetable for reaching all schools, and It is 1980. The preser^ funding 




m SoOih Birthday^ ibejJ <k>U«ti^;*MV 



of child.nutritlotiprogrAmf^j weho^^ — — - 



l^iwe >!e ki^ow thfa to only sure wiy^to^bV^^ ti 
*'the only concern v6hm « t^M<4th bt tM§hUdf«& m 




jWthebi^ly concern hiv^ ii ih^im^m 
, , - «Ma kaowl^ge, to learn to $iudy and |>yovide thb ludSttient tWy 
need for a good lift. . - . / < / ^^ .cv/ - ^ , i : J -^ . ' W^^ 
. \ Today. we. must woTry n^l^out ^heth^r the ch^dXpa^rente are nob or poor, and; 
' '*e inuet g\iaird aSt^IJ^t the dapg^r that cacb tvfll learn, wa4t the bim alyeady 
\ knowa. \ " ' ^ . ' . ; 

" We want t() serve the uolvergal concern thai good nutrition Is good enough. \\ 
' hungry, child cdnnot learn. . . ^ ^ ^ ' . t ' 

/ Thank you for, the privilege of appearing before the General Sub-Qowinlttoe 
' on Education* We urge your aupport and early pAssaie of H»R. 4974, the Nulrt- 
tloft Education Act 6? 1673,^ ' ' ; ? ■ . ■ . 

Miss Martin, The first point I wish to c^mpha^ze ii thit loc^il aiid 
State administrators would Ijko to have nxpre say in the programs 
they run. S<jhobl jfood sQrvlce$ aha administrators need suc<jtnvt, lucid 
rogiilfttiois which either specify edniimstratiro latitudo or which 
cloarly f assign an Interpretive ro|lo to th^^ St^Us, 

As it Is wo. hear the ourrentVheto^^o about t\i^ Gdvernmen.t being 
turned back to State and local compaujni.ties, hut, in reality, we are 
always required to come to Washuigton for clarification or to find out 
what we can or cannot do. . .. \ ' 

The second pohii I wish to emphasize is that we need more admims- 
tratlvo supnort from the Federal Government in. the operation of the, 
progiams. Section 3 of this bill would permit States to nave a stafif pt 
sutflcient size, adequately tramed In tae. operation of child hutntloh 
pix)grams. * i V 

State educational agencies must lead, as well as manace; but we 
cannot do ^o without sufficient funds adequ^itj^iy directed. Wo believe 
the legislation must hisufe that as fund^ are prbyided to fe^d children , 
that funds are also provided to adpiinister thosi programs, 

I*erhaps the phrase could be uicluded to the effect that the Secret^iy . 
shall add 6 percent to all payments.!^ finan^ admiAlstratiye c<>s,t3, 

As a minhnum. each Stale educationi^ agency Aj^ed^ one ^eld super- , 
visor^ trained in mstitutlonal management ang nutrition for eeich 125 
schools, to a$si3t with (1) pr<>gram Mterpretation and.managemi^nt, 
(^) administration of funds and^ree. and reduced ?neal policies, (3) 
training of personnel, (4)' nutritional ^tapdards and food quality, 
(6) nutrition educatloni and (0) mah^ement practices, ' 

Now I would like to move on to the provisfon$ in the bill thdt will 
expand to reach all schools by . ld76, anq this is th^ third point of 
emph&t^is. We need more nonfood assistance funds. 

In order to bring all no-program schools and new schools into the 
food service program and to replace obsolete and worn out eguipmeut 
in the 80,000 e>a3tmg programs, $40 million is needed annually. 

The present investment hi the school lunch plant is about $2.4 
billion. I)epreciating this investment over a 20-year period requir^ 
annual replacement cost of $120 million, and we adc for one-seventh 
of that to assist the schools to keep thd plants efficient. 

If the national goal for clald nulntfop programs is to be achieved, 
facilities must be updated, adequate, and available. 
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rtirrtv pohit th^t I ^Ish ifi mjJke U w» n^e* t<y havo a definikiw. 

.^th0ltt (oocj i^prVlce i»cl\ido ttose schools whteh H$t»-j 
*^^"Vs^#vM!M,<^tt ^ teippQiift^y or ^mei^ucy b&siSc : % ? : 
piftmiji t those schools to eeti^bU$h l&pro v^d mi 
e^Hve food wrtfee program on p^ttnafient hi^. My comments, 
tod^ajr hftYe strewed the iiiport^iteo of siound ]jl^inniYig> sttong adniixi- 
istratipft^ wd thft eff^ctJv^ opc^ftUon of cWld wtntion programfi. 

We hold to theso views bepaus<) we kaow \m is the only wre w^y 
tA hulld towerd the Wnd of progrion where the only coa^env we have^ 
is (i) the heAlttv of the c)^m% ftftd «) their ability U> gain knowl- 
edge; to leath to study, and to provide the jxid^ent they need to 
gam a. good life. 

T<Miay, though, we must worry about whether the ciiild's parents, 
are. mK or w.ctt, a^^d we must guerd against the danger that each 
will learn wnat the other already knows. We waftt to $$rve the ujni-v 
vehial con,c(jm, that good nutrition is good enough, A hungry child 
canttetleam/ 

^h&nH you for thts opportunity to appear before this committee. 
iWd<^ my statement; and r win be happy to < 



Thjs. (!C!ncWd<^ my statement; and t win be happy to answer any 
qitestifons/ 

Mr. Perryman. Regarding the fbancial' aspects of this piece of* 
legislation, I would lijce to turn to Mr. Johtt Stalker, member of our- 
legislative committee SAd director of food service for the State of* 
Xfisdachiisetts- 

Xfr. Stai^ker. Mr. Chalrppian and members of the com^nitteci my 
nan^e is ,fohn C. Stalker, director of the Bureau of ^TutHtion Edu- 
cadpn ^nd School Food Services ip the. Mitssachusetts Department 
of mii?^fttioU : , . 

1 appear here today as a member of the Le^lative Committee of" 
the Ajnorlcan School pood Service Associa^tlon b support of' H.K. 
4074, the Child isfutrltidn Act 0/ ld73. ^ *^ 

Today xti^ i;emvk$ mfil be^copfinfcd to the financial aspects oJP the 
bill ana their effects on btxi ch^ nu.tritioft prograth* OlKer persons^ 
more qualified^ thto i^W t0stt<V as U the iintSoHanc^ of nutrition 
in the j)hysical and meht^ weH^beir^j of ouryotfth; and of the detrf- 
menjNMt effects of h^inger fti the ctas«foo?n In preventing rhildreu from 
reachmg fnil edticalfenal potential. ^ 

I wotild like to take tip the financial implications in the order that 
they appear in the bill, (m^ of:th'd major ptii^pbses of section Z of H.R.< 
49H is to establish a program of nutrition edupatton for children. 

Teachitig our yoiing peoph what to eat and why and teeing that 
they get enough of the right things to eit should be a national nutri- 
tio)[?ar poKcy;lt has been estimated that $3Q biUioo a year on health 
care can be saved through proper nutntioo. 

Surely the mjonetary mvestment to cover the items b section 2, 
requested in H.K. 4974, are minute in comparison to the projected 
benefit to be derived. Under section 3, the need for adequate State 
adimwsti*ative funds, ^ 

Ejcpandmg ptomms require expanding numbers of field staff and 
9Upoo^^ personnejf to comply with requests f^r assistance and fed-v 
eralTy mandated reviews and reports. Presen|i appropriationSi do not 
meet the salary and recurring Axpenses for existing staff. 

Althotigh the State$ are authorized' to reimburse employees jMd 
from Federal funds at the same rate as emplv>yeee on State payrolls,; 



iundd, it neceeaUiy fo* M»5M^^^ ife f or other 

StAteft. (0 dismiss employeea or to twSiiiiJt iHuthori«ed t>6sItlon6 to re-^ 

Seelloft 3. Itt proyiduitt Si toercetit of m total funds available, would 
cert^nly help w assist the Stfttca In performlAjt ttie mandated require* 
m^nt8 contained in the tegt^lation; <^ 

Although this comqalttee and Congreed are aware of the nutritional 
beneflte of the m^tmi it ie aJw^y^ gratifying to have ddentiflo facts 
to bufck tula positloti. The J 068-70 l(y«tat^ Auction eurvev conducted 
by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfato teporte? 

School luijjh ptotr^^ w^ro found to be a vety tfiiportajjt part of nourlshmejat 
for mahy chlldrcQ, PmicUliriy In low-InootAe ratio eut**, sohool lu^che^ eoatrt-^ 
buterf i $ub#tArtiJri proportion of the total nutrient tatakeof cwixw «chool chll^rto. ^ 
The contribution of achooJ ltm<JS to overiol nutrition w<« partlcuJ^ly important 
among children. . 

UnforVmately, In epite of the proven advantages of the national 
school lunch program and school breakfast programs, Federal foian- 
cial assiatance has not kept up with program expansion and opera- 
tional e^nsod. 

Let's consider the seriousness of this problem by viewing what U 
happening this yeAt in ^^assachusetts. It could be and i$ duplicated in 
oth^>V States throughout the Nation. In Massachuwtte, Federal as*». 
sistance toward aervintf ft typfe A lunch in fiacal year 197a i^ at the 
saine leVel as it was in fiscal year 1051/ even though the cost of prepar"- 
ing thl^ meal has more than doublW* 

In fis^l year lOflt, we received 12,1 cents in Federal moneys and 
commoditiea for eaeb type A meal served, i.6 cents, in oasb reimburao-. 
ment, and 7.6 cents in commodity vidue. In fiscal year: 1973, we are 
still receiving 12 cents in Federal assistance, $ oenta in cash subsidy, 
and 4 cent^ In commodity values. 

Mr. Quri^ Could I inierjeot right h*ro and ask what was ii; in 1971?? 

'Mr. Stalker, In 1072, it ww 6 cents of Federal cash and approxl'. 
raately 7.& c wts In Federal commodlU^. 

Mr. QxjtD. So it was about 13.5 centaj and when tbe bill which has 
gone through this comtiii ttee beootaes law, we will have 1 5 cents. . 

Mr. STAt«Hi<i, We would hfcve 10 cents, . r 

Mr. Ouiu, Not this bill. H.K. 4974, but tie bill tfe$t has already 
passed tbid committee which would insure that if you do not get 7 
cents in commodities, you get the oasb. That would be 8 cent$ paymeiU 
plus 7 cents for commodities or cash, making 15 cents. So, there wovdd 
be an increase to 15 oentd in 1973. 

Mr* StitKEb. That is eorrect. This bill will help to rectify this situ- 
ation. It will Increa&e the caah reunbursement per meal from &ec\ion 
4 fundi to 10 cants. 

£v^ more critieal* there is a boil t^m escalating cost for both 
lunch and bwakfaat, which will assure a yearly adjustment, by the 
Secretary directmg risii^ ope^ationtol cost.! mm fr(«n .ti^ Ume^ 
saving eietoent on your pdtt Of listeolntt fco our annual pk^ for money, 
this escalatiott clause mil establish tjbe program on a more secure 
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basis, (mdJidlp.bpth tho StA^ i^nd ]oiMkl.e4ucaUqpftl wn<4?3 in pro- 
planned byd^MM (of ptogtttto 0^ Mwtlves, ^ . ^ . 
I tott and of the CoMross 
that evW3?in^j;iwi^ free or reduped-prlc^ 



that evW3?in^j;i^W^ free or reduped-prlc* 

riKjtJslin S«Ji(»;£<H;^l¥;*ifp a tremendous financial 

burden 1* piftci^d on, tho loc^rB?cp$yet*> and it is our low oconomio 
urban areas that ate. hardeat^lt/.. . 
It is my understanding th&fc tecentlv the Department of Agrlcul- 
"1 ture. in attempting to dMtormlne actual costs of operation in the food 
$ervico program, conducted a. survey in the five USD A areas, in- 
corporating four States in each area that were representative of 
both rural and Urban situations. 

? ;This USD A study was made recently and the data coHoo'tecl in- 
idicated tlie nationwide average of 68,7 cents with a range between 
60 and 78.4 cents per lunch. 

Yet, the present reimbursement rate from section 11 funds is 
.<yi;ily.40 cents per lunch and even in the especially needy schools, 
'there h only a 60-cent maximum payment. Where do we > gelt the 
additional 8.7 cent$ for each free tneal served? 
: Should tho paying child subsidize the cost for his loss fortunate 
classmaitesMf so, we will pilce them out of the program, too. If en- 
faoted, H.R- 4974 will help. It provides for a 6*cent increase in Uxe 
* Government subsidy from section 11 funds and from i6 to 46 cent3, 
and even more, importantly it adjusts the ceiling for espcciallj^ needy 
schools to 70 cents. * / 

H.R. 4974 will amend the disastrous section 7 of P.Iv. 92-433 
enacted in 1972; Aside from the adverse nutritional aspects, PX. 92- ? 
433 also affected the financial facets of the uMld nutritional programs. 
- Many schools,^ tliroughout the country I depend upon th^ sale 
of a la carte items to help defray the costa and improve tte q^iality : 
of the type A lunch. When thfee receipts are ayphoned on by ether 
groups, someone has to make up for these looses. It can 6n!y be . 
the paying child or the taxpayer, 

^ Even the General Services Administration of the Federal Govern^ 
ment recognizes this problem when it restricts the items that cati be 
sold by concessionaires in competition with their Government-operated 
cafeterias* • ^ 

H.R. 4974 will correct the calamitous conamodity situation. Smce 
the start of- the program in 1946, schobls have depended upon com- 
modity funds to help balance the food budget. With food costs spiral- 
ling and the USDA predicting 6-percent increases during the current 
year, the need for m abundant supply of foods has never Tjeen greater. 

I would like to point out that tney predict an average of 6 percent. 
Many of our food items have inci^ased as much, as 27 percent, par- 
ticularly our protdn items. 

Instead, the value of the commodity foods is far lower than last ; 
veaTi and with program expansion, they must be stretched ever further. 
In Massachusetts, we are experiencing a 60-percent reduction* 

With an expectation of serving 120 million meals during fiscal year 
1973, the financial loss to communities here represents $4.8 million. 
H.R. 4974 would assure that the money appropriated by Congress 
for donated foods would be used for food. ' • 

If surplus foods are not available for USDA purchase, the unex- 
pended funds would be allocated to the States for food-only expend!- 
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tiires. Thk would lidp to conWpl the local food hUdgot arid assure the 
children of rccoivhig thes6 imicUi deeded ttt^trttldri 

Sections 13 and 14 of HiR.^49W^6uld )1^^^^ all chil- 

dion in the Nation in need of ft# luttbh the to par- 

ticipate, and would provide fliiWiaStbas^^ 
schools with cither inadequate or nb Mod service facilities. 

The fu]l $40 million remic^iYcd undi^r; nonfood iissistanco W'ould be 
needed at least through 1976, iintil all Siich schools are in the J)rogram 
(ts provided in section 14. 

Fiiially, section 16 of this bill would authorize cost grants to im- 
prove program cfRcicncies. With these moneys, local communities 
cotdd be combined into di^itricts or regions with a professionally quali- 
fied person employed to supervise the entire operation. 

With the advantages of central purchasing and central control* 
monetary savings made would be far greater than the requested 
grant of *^$260 per schooL 

1 wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman atut members of the committee, 
and cxiness my appreciation for having had the opportunity to testify 
in support of this legislation. I oelievo that the passajge of H.R. 4974 
would represent a major step in improving the nutritional health of 
our Nation's heallh. 

Thank yon. 

Chairman Pkukins. The next N^itne^s. 

Mr. Perryman. Mr. Chairman, to talk to the committee about the 
nutrition education aspects of H.R. 4974, 1 would like to turn to Mrs. 
Gene Wliite of the Chitia Lake School District in California, legisla- 
tive chairman for our California affiliate, and a member of our school 
board representing the western region of the United States. 

Mrs. WniTBJ. Mr. Ohainueu and members of the committee, I am 
Mrs. Gene Wliite, director of food services for the China Lake School 
District, China Lake, Calif. I am also representing the California 
School Food Service Association as legislative chairman arid the Ameri- 
can School Food Service Association as western regional dh-ector. 

I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity to testify m 
support of H.R. 4974, the Child Nutrition Education Act of 1973. This 
legislation is urgently needed to strengthen and expand child^ nutri- 
tion programs in our Nation's schools. My remark will be directed 
specincafiy to the nutrition education section of this act. 

Nutrition education, for purnoso of this legislation, is a compre- 
heni^ive instructional program lor children which coordinates class- 
room teaching with food-iearning experiences in the school food 
service program. 

Children learn what they live. School food service, when part of 
a coordinated nutrition education program, becomes an extension 
of tiio classroom— a place where theory and practice join forces. 

Here children have the unique opuortuuity to reinforce classroom 
learning vrith practical application. In so domg, they develop sound 
eating habits essential for life-long good health. '1 hose of us who 
work daily with children find that poor eating habits are a prevalent, 
extensive problem that directly affects the chiTrrs health and academio 
achievement. 

Poor eatmg habits, and related health problems, afflict children 
from both poverty and alTluent families. As a result, we fand that 
schools urgently need a comprehensive, ongoing nutrition education 
program for all children at all grade levels. 
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^ W« find lifo aljriM pf/whUiee are ohandnff. Nutrition h bfecomini/. 

vi:tlf!!OT..'^^^ 7*t#/li'eftv<,rtbfiervfttions. For example, the 
Mwa»ohusetls .Depwtw^ht^fif rE^Hcation conducted »! m tritU.^ 

on th^ eurvev day only 6 pchsont of the children had an adcouato 

wSs'*^ Ww^"^^^ MvW,S5.itL 

and over 86,000 mdiv duals. Th 3 was the largest nutr Hon r irv^v 
over undertaU in the t)mted Statoa, and its flnSn« the D 
N&n ever gathered on the nutritional status of^ople i^lhis 

ChUdr^n under th« age of 17, especially teenagers, had the hiehest 
preva once of nutritional problemT School hncTpr^miB Stl 
""'^r^Tl*"} contribution to the nourishment oWany chifdien 
l"*^'"*.**^ '^»^*io" <^«ffttlon should S ii 
eaHy aa ppsable for two uhportant reasons: Food attitud^ and 

often drop pui of school prematurely, thereby indicating that nutria 
tion education should start at the earliest posible time 

wJilf i« k'*8*'»*''j?'/Mii">*^* ^^J'' >^ t^at nutrition education. 

^ ¥^ " a neglected, low priority item in many 
3t*te.instrucUonal programs-^f indeed it exbta at all. ^ 
n IS reported that only six or seven States have a nutrition edn- 
StXij' "^^'^ ^ ^^'^ educatiSral'a^eneieL'atlh; 

''^^ provide 
aj; 5>tate eduoatiOi*«d agencies the opportun ty to dovelon a com! 

PI|heosivoprp«sjQa for nutrition cducatw^^ ^ ^ " 

^* K ^^o^ 1^7^-74 fiscal year to employ a nu- 
trition education speoiabst in State education^ agency for tW purpoae 

IdTn Jf^f £''JJ^Tr- years, ifimdsw?uTbt 

pSing SjCis. nutrition education programs in partici- 

This would include prepaiation of course outlines and instructional 

Sfii^l'^n;r^n''nXl"tll "^'^ "l^ HT'''^ teachm und food 
servjoe personnel, to the end that schoo food service would become 
an mtograted part of the totaJ e<iucational program. 

• ^^^'y "''•'^^ be established in 

each btate to provide guidance and assistance in formulating the 
nutrition education program. i^xtuuiaimg me 

reSnle^iSod^'* Conference on Food, Nutrition, and Health 

^^a' * comprenslvo and sequential program of Nutrition Education hp ir. 



rWehftv^lor 

hli timS ^^ )v&^.^^^ 

.™y*.v v.M^ prograw with nlg« tlHdri^^.^w w wniw. 

Mark Hegatead. profe^r. ^I ftUirlUon, Hftrvard School of 
PubH<> HeMth, makes thld MMi^rteht^ 

I hA\^ never re^illy imder^tood our nt^ion^ priorities, This counUy feek tUt 
lT§S<fe.m from Ifoorafloe b $o twooriatiit tUt every <;hUd must.U mi to school 
ind out looktjr Ts wUlto« to pay Ibe o6«k ^ . • 

Y Oj> the other bApd/ Utile U don^ to provide Fre^m from Hunier <u}d Pi«^*(J« 
•^^ cWldr^, Attompti to provide «uoh protection we considered invwiion 
ot tKe rigbl« of parents. ^ , , . , 

The ChiM Nutrition Aot of 1073 is urgently needed to ptovido e^uftl 
opporhmitioa in nutrition edacation for 6ll children In our Nation*? 
sohoolr*. Wo ask your support of this Iniiwrtant legislation. 

ftiftiik you for thjs opportunity to appear before thl& oonimltt^e, 
Mr, Pebryman, To di^ouw the food fitandar^a ai^ticet of H,R, 4074, 
I would like to turn to Mrs, Qre tchen Plaga[e, a iwe^oet of oyr National 
Legislative Conimitteej director of fooa servicea for th* State of 
New Mexico, 

Mrs. PtAdok* Mr. Chairman and rtiembers of the committee, I ftm 
Mr$* Gretchen rlagge,. director of thA School f66d, service division. 
Stato department of education, Sante Fe, N. Max. I:am also a registered 
dietitiRn with Americfm Dietetic Association and- have served as 
hospital dietitian and in the field of commercial food Service** * ^ ' ' 

I sneak to you today coiicemingi the sale of comp^tlUvo. foddd, l^i 
schools where the federally financed school food seryico prowams are 
in operation as it ablates to section IX of H»R. 4W4/I should like to 
submit m\^ testimony for your record and cominent <>nly briefly (it^ H, 

[Mrs. ,Ragge*8 prepared stateinent follows:) • / 

Statement of Mrs. CfRBTCKfiji PtAOOg. iS^REcro^, Schooju PoOp Spavigc 

DiyiSlONi StATfl D£^\RTMKNt or EOUCATIOK, S/^NTK F», N* JWBX. 

v^Mr. Chairman and mcmbenj of the commUtcje? I am Mrs, Gretcben flliKge, 
Director of th6 School Food Service Division. State DepArtmcht ot Ed\i«|itToni 
Sante Fe, New Ntcxlco, J ftl:K» am a R<^gl3torcd DietUUa^'Un the Aittferf^^iii) Dietet- 
ic A&soclfttloa and have served as a hospital dtetHt&n and in the field of combier* 
dal food services. 

I speak to you today concerning the s/^le of competitive fdod4 In schools wh^r^ 
the federally-financed School FootT Service Programs are in Operation, as it reJateA 
to Section 9, H.H, 4974, < ^ 

This statement must acknowledge two basic considerations: There' is on' the 
one hand the philosophy of local autonomy of school officials and school boards and 
state a^cnolos; and on the other hand, a sound criteria or guideline which will 
C3tablisn a ininlmum standard for direction and policy making, In the eam^ 
manner that minimum standards arc established In cfi areas of educational 
activity. To iHustrato: Slate agencies establish minhnum standards for the kinds 
and tyjKis of books which will appear in school libraries in order to provide a wide 
range crf reference and reading materials for students in all areas of pursuit; There 
are mitiimum standards established with regard to safety and regulations in school 
transportation; There arc minimum standards with regard to teacher-pupil ratios; 
There are minlmuin standards for course offerings; These standards in no way 
restrict the expansion and growth of a schooVs academic program or services to 
pupils so long as adhorenco to the basic policy or minimum requirement is 
maintnlncd, 

The regulations with regard to Public Law 01-248 concerning the sale of com- 
petitive foods attempted to establish such minimum etandards. Th^ main problem 
waS| as I see it, that these minimum standards were develoned at a point fat 
remcved from the setting in which they must be enforced. Wnlie many of us wel- 
comed these regulations, they were, 1 think. In large part a kind of "crutch" upon 
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^^^^^ loan, to lupjon qur owJljPO^iUons with regard to nutritional 

: fty^f^r^Z ^3 iPPi^^^^?:^ ^lll^?9tt^j#m nM^"^ ^» At the same 
Ai^^* I would W 1^ than MtimjlAM^H y<^u that this haa beeti a very 
difficult aspect of tMlaw to ftaM^^ Resistance at the local love^ 

hM been strong and pAjsaJonate it^ y owe^» msaurea have come from studenU 
V Hi^fn^^^t,f^^ ''I*want-wh6t4*waiftt;W)^eH-l*w»ht-it''; from the principals fran- 
tjcany seeking revenue to keep activity aceoun*^ allvoi and from pri\ ftte business 
. , interests seeking a lucrative tn^rket. In the face of these pressures, we have at- 
tempteU a crash ooufae on hutHtion which haa been all buf tolMly Uhrealistle. 

^ J^^APff by «>f us as a kind of 

^ ^ Jjl^"^^^^^ ^.^^^ m^de in the last ?5 years to strengthen 

Hi y^^^^ ^l^^.^^ ^^^^^ NutrUloh Programs. Yet perhap? in A more 

^"^^ ^fl<^<'t ihAt In the face of such adverse cfrcumsUticee 
f^A^yV^J^^^YP*^.*^} created, some good may come. If, as some of us believe, 
i?j ^ISrJr P^^<^Jo^ cfecislon making should be at the 8tat<^ and local level, then 
- inde^^d this ametidmCrtt |!>resents a prime challenge, On the Other hand; I happen to 
\ - 0 .be«6ve that (t is rtO more reAlfstlc to place upon the shoulders of a st^te agency 
• or a local board of education or ^ local superintendent the responsibility for making 
' ' ' ' S^it^r^h^^^K^*"^ t*^^ iXutrit?onaJ w^n-b(^ng of school. chUdren, than ft is to place 



^ ' . ' aecisTotw cohcernjng Currfculum 'development, transportation and general safety, 
for't^ board to^/^^^^ ^ - cerf^In guidelines are developed 

^ I believe that th6 program of nutrition ec 
- " ^^V^\ tho genci*^l developnieut of an 1 
h.:- : l&d JntcUectijial m^tuHty as any othe^ single 
" ■ }^ Wdr^ ourselves. 1/ do. educate tor Tl 



h^My^ th*^ program of nutrition education for our chljidren is as im- 

ludl vidua! student in his physical 
^ chWlcnge; to .which- wb • In educa* 
^i. -rir — --7 -^-' rr i-^,— ?T^-rv. development of the ichote person. 

consideratloh should bi that of the health hnd well-being of thai 



- -v^ ^ — -^j'l^- jyr^ »'*^-v vv^,vup toour fu.llpoteri- 

with a reafionabje assurance;of freedom from illness and disem from economic 
. h^dships Impost by excessive health eosU, arid th^ right to ^njoy life In all of 
Its nt^y. facet? without uudu^.^estrictlo^ns. because of physical handicaps, is 
■ r . f l'*!!?^ i^YWcJi.we all have a. right to expect^ Too, I beUeye that the (pundation 
ir^' Jor tWsjkilential shoijjd be esUblishW^wlthW the educational systeni through 
;iV.£ . mean ngful educational approacbei aa well as provision fot the ph>*s|cal nefeds 
I ;v 01 children through a balanced, well-prepared And economical food service r^rogram . 
; ^ I also believe that the Investment of dubetantlal amounts of federal and st^te 
^#/> money and the receipt of this money on the part of local school food authorities 
\ carrjea with {t a serious respoiisibljity to cairy out this program in a consistent 
and fcUable manner which does not teach on one hand that certain principles 
Of nutriilon must be followed and on the other hand offer numerous ploys and 
fft temptations to violate the very principles which we claim ii> support. 
^ ; It must be noted that the passage of Section 7 of Public i>aw 0^-433 became 
A m\iiy because of advertising efforts and vending and distributing interests— no< 
yj': ■ because the nutrition profession, the mc4lcal authorities, the Parent-Teacher 
f Organisations, the American School Pood Service Association and other child 
1^ nutrition Interests sought such a law* 

I am ako strongly convinced that it Is unethical for educational entities to 
exploit one aspect of a student's life in order to benefit another aspect. I know, 
^.I sure you do, that from the earliest ages of childhood, we have taught 
i- yuldfcn to Ipok upon sweet high-calorie foods as a part of our rew^ri system. 
: , We have exploited and developed the chlld^s desire for non-nutrltiOus foods 
in a very subtle as well as in an overt fashion. We have further exploited his 
limited econorai'- resources by providing countless opportunltie^s for the pur- 
chase of foods N.ith little or limited nutritional value which oubstltute for a 
balanced^ well-prepared meal. 

, It is difficult to imagine a child coming to school early in the morning, many 
tiroes without a breakfast (whether he could have had it or not), and having 
60 cent^ in his pocket for the purchase of a Type A school lunch, who will resist 
the temptation all morning long of passing by the vending macnires atid snack 
counters which are going full steam ahead fn an effort to *aTse money for activity 
funds and program activities, who will deny his appetite More the school hmch- 
room opens at 11:30. What has happened is that Ihe child has substituted car- 
bonated beverages and candy for a meal which is designed to meet at least one- 
third of his daily nutritional requirements. 
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\ do a6t think that wo eithcir )^h()u1d or oould kgUJate $o-caUed snack' Rud 
empty calorie (ood» enttrcly out of children*^ Uve9* I do b^lidvo that it is wrong 
to provide tteso foods aa a substJtute for a balanc^. ^fie^* When ono teUs me 
that wo must give th($ chll4 th<i right to choose all of these food/?, I must answer 
that we have not yet embraedd the theory of giving the child the right to choode 
all of the eubjects that he needs to take for a rounded educatioQi ca of the actlv- 
itloa whiob be may feel ho Is qUaU<\ed to participate in as a minor ago child; and 
I do not bv'^UiVe that It is avalid argumeot with regard to the program of nutntiirt 
and nutrition education offered {n the Schools. 

I believe that thfe minimum standards for a program of nutrition education 
and food service should Include some viable guarantee that the economic and 
fiscal stablUtv of the program is not threatenedf by the salo of competltivo food^. 
A program wnlch uses the financial r^kources of both state and federal government 
to the extent that the Cb?^ \ Kutritton Progr^ams now do carries with it certain 
responsibilities on the part of recipient authorities to account in a responsible ar d 
valid manner for the way In which this program Is exeCuied. Assurance must bo 
given to tho state agency on the part of a loc^l food authority that the sale of 
competitive foods shaU not be it such tlmo or place as will cause a tliroat to the 
nonprofit federally-fuAded food service program: Although I lay no claim to 
being an econoinist, it Is not diflacult to appreciate the inequity of placing a non- 
profit enterprise In direct competition to a business activity which has at its 
dlispogal some of the most sopHlsttoated advertising techniques ever devised for 
television and the press, a food product with extremely high shelf or lasting life, 
very low operating cosL and great customer appeal. It is naive to expect a nonv 
profit fedorallv -funded food service jprograxn to survive financially if tnere are no 
guidelines under which competitive foods may be sold and if the proceeds can 
be drained off to any school-approved activity, 

I believe that the minimum guidelines of the state agencv should establish the 
ooramltment of the state agency and its delegated board to the principles of 
sound nutrition and professional management at every level of the food service 
program; This requirement should speak to the highly unpredictable way in which 
many boards hlrej fire and train their personnel. It snould speak to reafiatio wage 
structures which will attract qualified as well as Interested Individuals, It .should 
speak to the benefits which non-ccrtlfled personnel as well as certified personnel 
have a right to expect as a minimum standard of employtn^nt. 

Finally, I believe that the Congress of the United States has a moral as well as 
legal responsibility to protect the nutritibnarintegrlty of the National School 
Lunch Program and School Breakfast Program; Historically, these programs 
have been developed to protect the health and well-being of the nation's children. 
This is no time to weaken the very core of this program by yielding to the In- 
fluences of highly sophisticated perjional and private business interests. The 
provision for the sale of competitive iood services can well be given at times and 
places within the school schedule when it will hot conflict with or violate the 
rinclples to whjch the National School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Acts 
ave been dedicated over the past i7 years, J, therefore^ sincerely entourage the 
adoption of Section 9 of H.R. 4D74 as a basis for prescribing basic mliJmum 
guldeliniBa for Jidoptlon by state agencies by which loml policies consistent with 
those guidelines wiH be developed, permitting the sale of competitive foods at 
specific times and under circumstances wl^ch will allow the strengthening of a 
sound program of nutrition and nutrition education for the school children of 
our nation. 

May I express my appreciation for the opportunity of appearing hefore you 
today, 

Mrs. Plagge, I think first of nil wo mu^ft aoknowlcdgc two ba ie 
considerations', Thoro on tho one hand tho philosoj)hy of local rtiUon* 
omy of school oflioials, school boards, and State agencies. On lljo other 
Jmnd a sound criteria or guideline winch will establish a niininnnn 
standard for direction and policymaking in the same manner that inin- 
iinum standards are e^tabliihed in all areas of educational r.Gtivities. 

I refer to minimum standards for school libraries, for school Iran?- 
portation with regard to safety, for teacher-pupil ratios, for cuvricnluni 
development, Theso standards in no way restrict the expatnion and 
growth of a school's academic program or services to pnptk so long as 
adherence to the basic policy or minimum requirement is maintained. 



Th« wjfuUtkm with rogftrd to Publio Iaw 91-S48 oonceming the 
f fcle ofcompftUtiYO foods fttt«mpt«d to eatftbU»h such minimum sTwid- 
; Wds, Tho'tfiitifi p^bleta x«^&s m I oe* It *h*t these mlniftitiftiJjtiindtirds 
were. dfVwpped at a point far removed fro!c.\ the netting In ^ioh thev 
iTQust be enforced. , , 

Pressures have come from students who prese for «'I want what I 
: want when I whht It," from the prineipftls frantiiMly seeWntt revenue 
f to keel) Aotlvlty account* alive, <ind fr<>W pHv&te bume*9 lateftfifc^i s^k- 
' a lucrAtlve market. f^r-.r^ 



should like to wake a ^wt ouotft from a recent Jack j(n(i^r«>n 
weekly ooJurttt und^V date \iti6 of Pebfuaiy 19. TO eolti^h states: 




ayWJ»Me to chBarett with pooket ?hwj;e irWle »chod luaehw 



■ Mr. Qmb, Obiild I interject, hey^t 
Alr^ Pi^AOOB, Yea 




knowoT. , 

I V. *VJ?-i^H*H9*-. J J^V^^ yo"' Judgment m that matter, Repres^nta- 
-■ ' tive Qule,! should lilce.to eontiniire with the comment that Mr. Ander- 
son makeg for whft^vei' it iRiay, bo worth to you. 

Chahrman PsBKm$. Oo ahead and read It in the record. 
' Atrs; PLAOotifreadmg]. • . , 

; In/the fncd of thes^ pre^ut^, we h^ve alt^ippt^ ^ crash cout^e 

:lasl year of 02^433 hw befen^yieW by wi^ylp^ us as ft W(f pffirs- 
: m^t to ali of Uio iaifoiU which havd been made in the laBt 25 yeeis 
; strengtheni apd hv\u$ Irito its 6\;m the child nutritton pi^gram^, 
U 13 mpro i'eslu }i<^:to pj^ce upon the sliQulder^ pf ^ ati^t^ ^Md* 
ft local board of education or a IooaI ^uperjnlei^diwt iho rosponmwiHty 
for making nohom offeeting nutntional w^l being schooL children 
.than it IS to place decisiouji conoemhg <)orrioulam developtnent, 
t^atl^<por{atlon and gener^il safety, or program activities ubbn txi^h 
a croup, unie^ certain guidelinea are deveJoped for this board to 
follow. 

I believe that the program of nutrition education for o\ir children 
is as important to the general development of an individual student 
and his physical and mtellcctual maturity as any other chQllougo 
tlint we in education address ourselves. 

if we do educate for the development of the whole purpose, then 
a basic consideration should be that of the health and well being of 
that individual as ho grows and matures bto an effective member 
of our society. 

The quality of our lives, and by this I refer to the capacity to live 
up to our full potential with a reasonable assurance of freedom from 
Illness and diseases, is a freedom which we all have a right to expect. 



tl^ugh balanced i^dll prepared and 0<KJno»fc« food 4Myi«>tofitami ; 

h\l iisfiMw0*'.^^^ of ^luWtantWi aaoUnw lot) 

V^d^M hm Stbt* tfkoney and the Hmpt of tJbi$ monov oi< th^f bfttt 
of ld<Mrt whooVfoOd authorities oairlM Wh it fl dortowWpbnsibUiiy 
U) carry out this program in a cotidUt^itt and iWlaW i5ianW:#ioh 
doe^ tfot t^h on the drift hatvH>ftt o^tMn iJrhi#l(^ ofnutHtton 
m\x%% be followed and on the other hand 'Off<rf »imw^da; plots' ari^^ 
tecftptation^ to vfolat4i tb* tfety 6rtnolple9 which w-<5laitn to^bporti 

I am strongly coni?lnd&d that ft b wnithlcM fdr edudatto'nhl enutirt 
U> ext)loU on* aipdot of a >ta<ient^« life In ordeV to beh^flt «Kjtb6i^ 
aspect. We have further exploited hte limited e^riomic re^urcoi by^ 
providing eouhtle&A 6ppt)rtUhitie«''for^the.^purohtt^iof foqds^ *lth 
iiUle or limited mufritional value! which^'Oibrtit^^^ a balKnced : 
well prepared meal; - ^'"^ ■ iuy.^y^v] -^'. '^.i fo.nh i.,^\b'A^it^~'^]y^l 

It kdifflcult to Imagine a child oombg to school early the tndia^ \ 
mg| many times without a breakfaitj >vhelh*r ho^^oufd have' hud' it ] 
or not) and having, let ijis .-ay, JjO'centaJn his pocket forttho purpose 
of a typo A school lunch, who will tef^ist tho temptation' all morning 
long of pa&iing by the vending machine.* and ahack counter which 
are going full ateam ahead \n an ^ffort to rai^ lAonoy for a^ftivity 
funds and program aolivitie^. and who will deny hia appetite beforo 
the ijchool luncii opens at 11:S0. ' ^ - 

1 would like to comment one more time on some of Mr; Ander:>on^s 
column. Ho says J • 

The competition from the vending machines will leave children with less money 
to fepend on moro wholesome cafeteria food. 1 hts irould caui^ a fteHouaf setback 
for tho federally supported food $crvice program*. the«e protrami have trouble 
breaklflg even fta it is. - ^ 

What hfts happened in the schools where these products have been 
offered for sale IS that the child has substituted carbonated beverages 
and candy for a meal AV'hich is designed to meet at least one-third 
of his daily nutritional requirements. 

I do not think that we either should or could legislate so-called 
snack and empty calorie foods entirely out of children's Uves. I do 
believe that it is wrong to provide these foods as a substitute for a 
balanced meal. 

I beliovo that the minitnum standards for a program of nutrition 
education and food service should include some viable guarantee that 
the economic and fiscal stability of tho prognini is not threatened by 
the sale of compotiliro foods, 

Assnrancc should he given to the sf ate agoncy on the part of a local 
school f'jod autliority that the sale of conipolitivo foods shall nob bo at 
such time or place as woll bccauso a to tho nonprofit federally 

fumlcd school food service i)rov]^ratu or to llie pupils best nutritional 
interest and well being. ^ 

Although I lay no claim to being an ecouoruist, it is not difficult to 
appreciate tho inequities of placing a nonprofit enterprise in direct 
competition to a business activity which has at its disposal some of the 
most sophisticated advertising techniques ever devised for tele vision > 
a food product with an extremely high shelf or lasting life, a very low 
operating cost, and a great consumer appeal. 




^.t^lt id fi4lve to; expect a nonprojit federally funded food service 

4|>ro8tfim to ayrylvo ftnitnfcUUy.il there are no guidelines under which 
comp^titite f66d$ may w.ma and if the pronts can be drained on 

: to ftoi^ $<5hooUapnrov^ aotlvity. ; ^ ^t^^^ ^ i ? 
1 I believe that, minimum Kyidelinee of the Stale ageney ehomd 
establish the commitment of tbe State agenoy and it^ delegated board 
io the prjncinlee of sound nutrition and professional management at 
eVejyJevel of the fof<^ deit^loe program, , ^ 
. This requirement should speak to' the highly unpredictable v/ay In 

:ivWch many boards hiroi fire; and t^aln their personnel It should speak 
to realistie wage structures which will attract qualified as well as In- 

^ tereutod individuals. It shiSuld speak to ih^ benefits which noncerti- 
fled personnel a^ well as certified pen^nnel have a right to expefet as a 
mjn^ ' • ^ . 

wFinally> 1 believe that the Congress o| .the Unjt^ States has >i Woral 
aii well & a legal responsibility to protect the nubit onal integrity of 

; thoEiaUon^ * . * i 

and w^Ubd!^ S the'NaHon's children. ^ 

> very ;eore of : this program : by i yielding to the influences of highly 
f$i)phi3tlcaled persoftnelaftd pnvate^ business interests. . . , . / ; ' 

^ The provision for the sale of ^mpetitiYc food services can well b^ 
^ Iflven at iimes and places within the school schedule when It^wlll not 
conflict with or vidiato the principles to which the National School 
launch Act and the Child Nutrjtioh Act have been dedicate over the 
past 27 years. ^ ^^r^ ^ ,^ ^ - . ^ . ^ . ' 

1, therefore, sincerely encourage the . adoption of H3* 4d74 and 
' * * * * ... * n . rescribing basic 

by which, local 

^ _ loped perraittbg 

the sale of competitive foods at specific times and under circumstances 
which. will allow the strengthening of a sound pix>gram of nutrition 
: and nut Htl6h education for the school children of our Nation. 
• . May I expres^ii to ypu, Mr. Chairman/ anld members of the coin- 
; mil tee, my appreciation for the oppoitunity of appearing before you 
today. > . . ^ . 

Chairman PebkiKs. Let me thank all of this disUn[;uished panel for 
your appearance. 1 personally feel you have been very helpful, 

I realize that it Is a diflicult task to get legislation enacted, especially: 
where there is considerable money involved^ But, we have come a long 
way in the past few years. * 

We have to be mogt careful not to price the middle-class child 
&out of the lunchroom, I would like to address a queation to all of 
you. Consider that we have ifeveral programs all lumped together in 
what is considerod the flfth category under the so-called special re- 
venue sharing package, wluch includes library books and equipment, 
title II of ESEA and title HI of NDEAj adult. education} tftle III 
of ESEA, the innovative title and guidance and counseling; title Y 
of ESEA, aid to State departments of education; along with your 
basic support program of the School Lunch Act; and it fe being pro- 
posed in the President's budget that the State department of edu- 
cation; who must Hke\vise secure funds out of this package all grouped 
together, \\ill make the allocations. How in your judgment vrill the 
basic Scnool Lunch Act faro if the so-called special revenue sharing 

lie 




4»wa£^^^^^^ , 

, I : tte that We wUl VotUftny'n>C0iTe,f vwy'SwaU.pwcMU^ 
w ■:"m<5K«i"th^t''<«^'nW hftV^'ftnA^thatlfour fundd- lose .their id^tUy 
r.'Mi- (ind Mfig^r cftteftdrizoai thJkt' tt6fiey-^hl0h the .Ojngtess/iuj 

V 0- tMwte Wtt66d't<) Uivy fdod fwihonmi coUdwtt U-Kolng.ttf fea used 

" (or R hdmb^t of (>\W buTpo$e«a irid th^-end rt8\iU wW-be dUnatrpvta 
to these brdgtsni"?. And many commumtles will loao thorn altogether 

? ' r in niy Jbagraefit, '* >■ ' ' ' ' ' ::\) • >:>,■■:■>. 

ji; i ' Ch&wman/pBliKiNSi.-MiSd Mirths. . • ; > / . . 
f - Miss MXftlitN.'MtrChidrm'anj I probably fftoe this little bit 
.?-;t;.more emotlonftlly than 'sdrn© people because I remembe* thftt our 
'-'V/Seftator Riisseil frbw Georgia and Senator EUender and.'Senat<Jr 
i /f/Mkm were the leadew Ih 1946 of establishing or startUig a national 
■1^ ntfolifcy 'thM there'should be a'tfttlonal nutrition prdgrtoi for oWldreU 
: and because fit this heritj^o'that m have* I would not like to see the 
> . national pblloy fof child nutrition feversedr ' ;K ; , -; 

■ ' - TO answer your question speaflcaily, X would rfjer to the number 
tV "6f States in this Nati6A that have had gr6at diffiou|ty; in securing 

■ State funds for matching purposes «^ required by. Pubhq Law 91-248. 
\ Many States are still havmg great , difl9c61ty) in ^getting huniihum 
\ State funds to go hito the'prpgrara. < ■ ? \ ; ' , ; 

In my judgment, if - the bUsid\ program wefe'- folded Uito special 
education reVenuo sharing, this would reftUy mean the end of the 
school lunch program for middle class chllaren,,.that the emphasis 

, would revert to a feeding program for poor cWldren and that our 
middle class and more Mfluenl children from, more aflBuent h^^mea 

' would be allowed to select food without regard' to any =nutrlti6nal 
standards. - , ; ' v , , 

Mr. Stamceb. In Massachusetts, I know it would be a tragedy 
and it would set us back mUny yearef. Wei are one of the States that 
has been a worldng partner hi the total prograrii and we h^ive pro- 

t vided State moneys for many, many year? to ImPlenieht lection > 
Our current Nfafesacliusotta law states that the State will make 
up the difference U tween the extent that Fedetal funds go to meeting 
> the maximum payn.6nt under section 4. So oilri State subsidies are 

v' tied to 4 ^nd if tbb was Abolished in tho national ftct^ }t y^ma 

moan changes in Stat^ Icgtslft Hon. ' ' . ' , * n 

- ' Wo fttfe receiving between $8 and $0 million and art payittg tf lulj 
12 cent^ to all school, Thii helps to protect that ihlcidle grOUf) of 

^ children who in many instances ate being priced out of this and wtn 
that change in legislation, it would drasticallv change on* StatO/ 

^. , meaning that we would have introduced new legislat(6n and I awi 

. certain that with tho den^mds of education, the cuts that they are 
receiving, we Vvould not get ih^ same cbnsiderati6n in riew legislation 

\h . and it would be i-eally disastrous, ' ' : - ' . 



UoxMtd J. Del^o, who Is the superiatendftiit <)f ttuN^ UwtTintloi 




. . twi0'owu)id<Jw ih»t'af;i the«prtaent.Uitift/U» ohild nutrition 

pfogyMM ha?vei«o0l'r<jd bUllt>n 'for.th« luncUng of tlifi progrm W 

,v . thMtm Ihto shm Idnd df 0(>mpeiUat6^»ei?mi>1e ioj i*hi«,$J)(C Wllion 
^- with w ^aaiijr iffogrAtHs as y6\x Hst«d coming ip (or gr^bs.T) . • . . 
Ano h^rTuesUon that bW^serious, nwSc.Wat Oiijwia nfi 

ferraiM^ when I Bios^. rtcf nOy oh«kiked Wi this.ibtie tb^ Is 
no indUitlori as.to where the a'ut^iority will redd4 ior dlaburBWaent of 
f;;' . tfaiimondy;' -.j,- 'J iii/- ..,f'. 'h, 

• K>, HfK ^^■mi<^, igto the Cloveinojp'S oflajjs? . WiU 'it Wm*. to! th<> Stft'te 
j^- <^ th^ jatoierito' thw will he 



Si 



il 



* When Mid «>nsiders\h&t the ^o<)l fopd 6 Ace progttuna oould pid 
VP coMceivab);?' ff^tjlni 6iw6ti;for eteiy'doUttUeyfriotrr^Mre, it' 
to m<J thiit Ihe.de^Unyjof tiJs pxogr<ipi is Venr:obviowy> . ^^^^ • 
* ' M^s^WaIT^: .M^JCaiMiw yith reWW to my. StAto of.Cajl; 
feiS^'u^"^^ t ^tpproxhuately^lO petw4it;pj! thb NatTon'i) 

bhUdreii; and in looWng at the HAmek fof pV opeyation statewide 
thj3 pastyear.fwfe find we aj^ now seirving abont l\i mfiUon- type A 

' Thte tejire^ente an Injs^ease of about 29 percent In Juat ibe paH yea? 
5?,^P* proflj^atd is rapidly expfetidintf and growing.. Our ooncern In 
CaljCQmla Is that^this would simply wipe out the etrflicture upon which 
we have been buUdmg a program. Weleel that not only would It wipe 
out the itrotturu 8tat«wide but Oiat within the schools themselves 




Oalifondii: r would Uke to comment on the nutrition educatiS*p!lS 
becausb that is what l did address my testimony to here, ; ' 

Hew we have already waited 25 years to try to get a nutrition pro* 
gramjWng n^Uonwide. We would bo very concerned about the Oppor* 

tunity to ever eet it gome with this sort of fufidi^ pattern. 
CJiairman. Pkrkins. Mr. Ouie. 

' Mr.' Qotb, I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, to«>, feel that school 
leedmg mopey has to be separato from the other monoy $o we don't 
n^^^^t»|ydwagreement there, Your testimony further strengthens that 

The ovteation I have is why is it Uiat affluent parenta and school 
^'^oo^ boards are so negligent about nutritional 
needs? Why don't they care about childem's nutritional needs? . , 

That IS a peculiar thing with these people who have the respon-* 
Bioibty of the children. As en affluent parent, I care about the nutri- 



er|c 



; «Oftal ne«d9 of my.oWWfW, Why am I suoJj ftn ocW Indhldu^lT.TOen 
I \VM oft tb»«hool btiitfdy I wed ibouVitattdWorked llk«.e:^wythbft 
fo ge* a schpol loijcftf i$*ogTaw.'W« ^jr^a w<mt«d to hate tbwii tpend 

* Why WW I guob, odd person m * echool bowfd member?, i never 
WAS a school ftdmlmslrator but I Imaglnft I would hkve tbooiht. m 
much About liutritlon then: too and would hftVe b««a an odd <td< 
nuwBtrator becaiiso fo\i have pretty well bdioted everybody ooimeoted 
Vrtth education except yourailm. Vou are thd only ohea wUo have 
m(«rest in the nutrition of the kids and we ought to keep thla program 
as a monopoly for you. . . , , ., / 

^Mr. PKKHtMA*j, ' Mr. Quie, I wieh we had more member* of wbool 
bOArds that hateyour well-known dedication to child faodlng prompvj. 
There is a auirk in the human jpersonality apparentiy that looka 
upon the food budget ai a W«hly.ffexiWe item. > , . i . i ). 

r think it is a weji known fact that we as a nation have veify trues- 
tionable nuUrWonal habits. We haVe v^Jy .questionable AuWtiwal 
8tandaM«. We ean go back to some atudiea in thU country dujing 
the depression years of the 1930'8 and aed.- that *rhen peOpJe'a in- 
comes were cutback, what items did iixdiy staJrt to cut, whew did 
theystett'toedonomizefirstt . 

Inimany instances, the food. budget would be thie first «xe hit 
before the money that they sixmd on gasoline for the fatoily oaro 
or 'cbsttietiw of flquor or a number of othejf Items.- 0/ coMrao,- (£m 
I think reemphasizes the need for a nutrition education/ {4!o^m« 
■ I retirfted ah elementary schbbl in. .the $tati> of. Oeoj^^ a tujmbei' 
pf yeaw^o where the t«a«her had a woipKlerfd project, ufidwrviay 
m nntrkion education and it was a toiniflg;oommunity»!a l6w fccowo 
(^oimmmlty, ,andi8ho si^d that mafty of the ehiidreo iq hOR dajB 
did not have breakfast, fcbAt if their parepls gave them a nlcke) oa th« 
way, to school, they Would have a cftfbonated beverage. . ' ..n . 

li their parents gave thtai a dime, thOy >w6uU Rate a doughnut 
and a carbonated beverage. She said, "I am determined that whw. 
these (hUdren are patents they will kJoovc mrtre abotofnutncUon 
than their parents do." > 

I tUnk we have our work cm out for us. ■, 
-Mr. QwB. Mr. Chaiiman, would it be aU right if I ask^a ooupk" 
of oth^ questions because I faatO to leave? 

Chairman Perkiks. Yes, go ahead. :'■ 

Mr. QmB. I am intertsted also in tho.eompetiHvo foods hingyage 
that is in the present act that yod pOople indicate that you ^wmiff 
IS a big disaster. 

I notice that we have writt«n in le{fidatioft,a prohibition igalnst 
Federal contxol of educaUcio where wo list afl of the tew> aW w- 

ployw otiSxi VMid States, to eSercW amy dStoiiaa.^^oo, or Wf^ 
ov«r rniApalm. pw>gr»» .o/ tostruotk>B, adn>iiiJptf*Uoq, or pewwipe} Si aoy 

U?t«i)Qpk«jor oiiitf, prtBtcdor ^Med mat*«sl» 1^ W educaflftbaUi^t&i 



t*»thQpk«, Or oibir, prtBt^dor imVUsbed matttlsff' 1^ W^WAmtiTm^^ 
tlob or Mfaool sy>t«tt, or to ivqulM tMititmi W traoiipdrtatlott St «tudent« W 
tcachera tn order to ovcrcomp racial ImbUance. . i* ; ' - 

• $6, Wis d<>h't wao,t the Federai QoVemment conttoffiii anyiliing 
On traiiEj)ortati(!>tt ot iuiiricijltti at all; bat it would seem yo* #«£dd 
want the Department ol^A^cuIturt to write the w^atiofla hsvift* 
to do with nutrition or competitive foods. 
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It ftecmB that with tho tremomlous strength you have in influencing 
the Dopartmeht of Agriculture, that you must have some strength 
in iho State and the State Department of Education. You should 
bo ablo with some work to have them vmt^ those regulations btcaviso 
the le^slatlon does not mandate that you put a colce machine and 
candy oar machine in every school 

It says we are going to leave that decision to the States and local 
schools. If the State does not believe the local <^chools have the com- 
f>etence, the Statoci can writo the legislation because that is where 
ihe control of education actually exists and should exist; in the States. 

Now, why is this different? 

Mrs. Pwaofi, Kepresentative Qule^ I appreciate the fact that you 
seem to be supporting the very position wnich I was making an at* 
tempt to oxpi^ess this morning. 

Mr. QutB. I appreciate that you did a good job, . 

Mrs. rLAOGB. We can't throw out everything he says because of 
one situation or circumstance either. I do think that it is important 
that thii? authority^ — this policyineking authority^reside with the 
State and local school etititles. 

However, I think that when we have a program that has a$ heavy 
an investment from Federal sources as it does, that the Federal agency 
ha^ a right to r^uire a statement of policy and commitment on the 
part of those recipients of those funds that indicates that they will 
protect the integrity and the basic philosophy for which that Federal 
program is developed. . 

Thi^ is what I am asking. I agree with you. I think that it is the re- 
BponsiM'ity that rest^ with the State agency and with local boards but, 
as I attempted to say, I think we have to be realistic enough to realize 
that these people aire elected officials; they come from many avenues of 
Ufe and, as you haVe already indicated by an earlier comment, they 
are not necessarily experts in any particular field ot education and 
they ^^k guidelines and directives by which they can r^iake; these 
decisions. 

The inclusion in this bill of State nutrition advisory council, I think, 
goes a long way toward suggesting how this thight be done. Such a 
Council, you see, could recommend to a State education agency or a 
local board just what ty|)e of minimum standard they feel should be 
adopted ana then, of course, it Would be iip to this group to make the 
firm commitment. _ 

This then would be the requirement that I see Fedek-al legislation 
leaking before Federal funds could be authorized. Some kind of a phi- 
losophy and commitment which is consistent with the total program 
would nave to be stated and formally adopted. 

Mr. QuxE. I think that would work well because in the Rochester 
school system in my , congressional district where they were denied the 
opportunity to sell apples during the school lunch period, they would 
convince that council and the State that apples are nutritious and not 
harmful to the chiidren. That is what really got m$ started when the 
legislation denied them the Opportunity to sell dpples during the 
school time. - . 

I also, I would say, like the idea of the kids being able to work oiit a 
program so they can get some of the returns for sale of apnles for their, 
own programs and that is where I might differ with you folks. 



ttlfik tKere afe^other parts of oduoWion, tocf, that aw Unoflilal 
; told that la how to work a business ot)4rati6ai wWoh they mh doing; 

Also, I ifrould )u%t A$ s(k>n thting^ that word to nutrition, faiyself, sd 
; tyt.State cOitoBl cdOld wake th^ detinttlnatlofii/'But in looking at 
that. I see that tms year we now have & 16-cent subsidy on the school 
, lunch program for the ones that are n6t free di reduoed fcost and all of 
; those colntietUivo' foQd$ don't have that kind of a subsidy, . ^ ^ 
' They would lo^^ have it othir way around, and I cobld under- 
starid why you would hh unh&pp;^ if it were the other way around. But 
you h^ve that subsidy and now jfou want to bring it up to a 17-cent 
subsidy plus an automatic escalator as you go Along, 

I dOn'^t think you ,are suffering to6 much^ of a^hardship with that 
kind of subsidy on: your lunch. How would you feel about the ^ompeti'* 
tion if the amount yoiv receive was ieduced' by the value of the food 
that was thrown away b* the kids after the lunch period? ^ * » 

Mrsr PiiAOOB. I would perhaps want to say one word abotft that j 
We recogdze sonie very grave pi^oblems with^^t^^ to waste,- and I 
thhds? that much of this h going to have to be addressed m the programs 
of nutrition education with the very young children particularly. 

We find that the greatest amount of waste are in the areai of 
vegetables and salfiids.^ Many ^young chUdren,' whethet they are* in 
dr out of ^ the iunch program at 'home or^at schooly tend to t^ject 
these foods and much of this again goes back to nutrition education. 

There has been some very Tnterestinff tMngs reve^lfed In recent 
studies about why we feel like \«sfe do about nutrition, Represehta- 
tive QuiCi^ and I think it is important that we, realijae that we are 
already being taught a great deal about'nUtrition, whether we know 
it or not, and whether or not it is always ^alid. ' ' v • 

Dr.' Joan Gusso has written a great ^ deal' about the affects of 
advertising upon the nutrition education of the American public, 
and what shenbas to say la quite disturbing as to how we learn about 
nutrition. ' ^ - * • ' ' ^ ^ ^ ! > I . 

She has done a great deal of study, for instance, with r^ard to 
the nutrition education that children recei*6 on Saturday morning 
via the'iTV set. This I would sucgest has been about the most sub- 
stantiaV source at leasts quantitatively, of the nutrition education we 
haW received thus far.. ' ^ ' ^ t'^ ^ ^ . . 

We have trained our children from their earliest years to^ look- 
upon sweet foods as a kihd of reward for ^ood behavior. We- seldom 
offer wldren ft cai^fot stick or a celery stick for g<K>d bfehaviorJ More 
often the enticemeM is apt to be candy or cookies; h : r» ^ 

S6/ from the verj* beginning by subtle means; st^e^ tend to ^ steer' 
children away from seme of these foods thit lat^r in schobls they 
reiett, and we look upon (w a ftcfcndalous waste iii mahy^aysJi vn u^r 

BopefuUV, through ^ nutrition l education; we can b^dn to ;tum 
the tide? 1 trunk it is a very important poiht th^tt Vou have Drought' up;^ 
' Mr. Qui'b.- It^ kind of « remmds me of a ^ child specialist i^ho Mm 
before our- comrtittee When asked when you ought to start ^witii'a 
child atid he taid 2 years before they are bottii ' ^ n ' / * ^ v f. fr 

Mr. Stalkbr. I would like to lipeak on behalf of Stated, who do; 
have requirements. Many States do haVe' stifong TcquhtonentA ndtH* 
tldnally and are Involved^ inl nutrition » eduiatioh' ba iwe vlare? / in 
Maflaa6husett8. ' ^ ' / r - ^ : -rl . f^r ^ 



, But I think whai ha9 bftpp«Q«d fi^ & r^ult of (bis ch'iMe h th^ 
hwi» that the Ixidustry hae taken advahtatfe of it to Wit© l«tt«rt 
to the locw oottunyniltM Inferring that. thelTFederii act took affray 
the potrei^ of both Stat* and local govemm*>ttt« and that was KOini 
tojJrevail. i. . ■ ■ /.«,-• 

I know in Oongreaa it waa clearly Indicated that this wM plaolnri 
the responsibility on Stat^atod a good mafty,' probably half of iM 
Statoa did have strong nutritional reqalriEimentfem thiir own States. 

And we are teaching nutritional educaUon; But itis thestateiaenta 
that are emanating as a result of the ohangod lerislatlon that is 
causuig the confuaioa and they are misstating the podtion of Cohgresa 
and they are writing, right into the local superintrtidentfl, to the 
extent that we had to put out nwiterial in our> Stat« to all local 
superintendents WKng i them that the State regulation still . pr*« 
vailed, and that OoftgreBs had inertly in the legSlation passed the 
repOnsibilitv back to States. - . • :/ 

( 1 Uiink ttij&is AThat has happened, aa we are under sev.eto pressuW 
In a 8tat« thftj haa a strong mtntiohaJ promram. W* er«n go w.fdr w 
to say th«Jt toil, ooffeo, CAndy, and carbonated bevferag^ are e*clud*i 
as items. . • , r^-r.- -.1. v - " [ > r 7/ 

iThose we tjie only ones specifically excluded. But still with the m- 
dusinr statements being forwarded durectly wad.quotlng out of content 
the *nange, I think tbjit b whiit ls causing tiiiny of our proWerts and 
why it would be good, to have a httle stroog^r statem^ril agahr /; i 

Mr* Quia. I recognize that, but I don't thtok th«,Federftl Ootf<«J-« 
ment should proUct you from pressure. Ydu frill haver to have :t&at< It 
is my liope that tboso developing the knowledge of young p«ot^e t/ould 
tuve the mtelhgence to understand the situauoii. .i- , > , i 

Mrs. Wmfe. Mr. Quio,; I would like to simply say that. tl>e. U.S. 
Otipartmeat of A^^ricUItOro is fundijig six States at the presenli Ome to 
devdiop tho posiuoft of auferitten oducatloa Spoeialiat lorj yeat* and 
the hope that this would be a continuing program then, and witi» N^hatt 
we MO addttg f or now could beoomo anf bteraJl aatlonwlde ptojp^am 
witiisi)eciali%lneaAPepMtmmtolEdu»ti<*^^^ ,i. = ,i r it 

ChtilittnMi pMKiije, SeaJker, yoft' p«lnfced Otit.ln yocr rtekJ^ 
ment that because of insufficient Federal support, lo^al sdbiotd diatriota 
must come with their own funds whenever they provide a free lunch for. 

YOU said that they generally raised thesa loeal fuads by increasing 
th* price for the paying students. Is this wliy middle-tneomi^sUldenti 
are being squeezed out of the program aUd wlU tha legislation tiftfc WO 
havo before you help? 

Mr. StAifSBit. Yes, thin is oo« of the reasons that you are 
many of the paying ohildreD beeaiite those that are n^t entitM to* frH 
meals come from moderatenuicome familie» wmob b»ve fiVo or six 
cWWrin k school and they drop oiib as the cost of the m^al'gow up'. 

We do have many eommunit^ee in Massaditsetts who subsuize the 
progmams also, but- they aro reaching tho point b^otid wl^ch tncy can 
not go. 80. we are affeotbg thb mdddle4neome grotr[} drastically attd< 
aneotitog tbeti' nutritloil as well m Uiose wlio ai% m ItfwHbcome grodps. 

Chdimatt Pwwirs. M*r LelUDfiaa. i 
! Mr. liBifMAif . Mr. C&alnnany I wouldUkd to tetrOduo« Mrs, Je^Ao(t« 
Schinn of the Dade County School system who is directo*, Of food 
service. ... 



-In relation t<> thfe quballon the chMrhian just asked, ihk h (^^becially 
rfeloVant to.our ovvn district. If tho chAirmail would pefrmit, I would 
likd 16 have Mr^. ScWnn comment on that becftuso the wayl under- 
stand the Slate of Florida rcgfiflatlons, you aic n6t alloWed to com- 
mlnglo mm ltotn taxation and other soiim^ in order td \v6rk on ihh 
particulair problem. 

^ $0 the only t)laco the extra funds can come from k the people who 
do pay for lunch. Would jt be posslbjo, Mr. Chairman, for Mrs, Schinn 
to fedme &nd comment on this? 
Chairman Perkins. » Yec^. 

Mrs. SciuNx. in Florida, our supervisory uuit^ are made from what 
we call minimum foundation tax funds and thkia In the board budget, 
so there would not be any danger of commingling, Mr* Lehman, in 
our narllcular situation. 

Nir. Lbhman, No danger, but (here k no wav you can, actually. 

Mra. ScHiNN. No, we keep them separate, 

M\\ Lehman In that case, if you are not able to get Fedc ral funds, 
you have to get additional funds from the pajnng schoolchildren and 
the only way you can get more is to raise the price and force more of 
thorn out of tlie schoollunch program. 

And so it is a self-defeating program. 

Mrs. SortrNTN. Right. Eaeh time we raise prices in Dade County, 
our participation drops about 10 percent. Therefore, anything we can 
do to get money into the program to support it and not support it 
from the paying children is helpful to the program; 

Mr. Leh.man. I don't know of another school program that hai 
such an ability to self-destruct as the school lunch progi-ani 4oes. 

Chairman Perkins. Let me ask a question. Last Tuesday Dr. 
Briggs, the city school superintendent from Cleveland, Ohio, told 
us that a Federal court has reciuired the Cleveland public schools 
to pro\We free or reduced price lunches to all needy children in the 
national school lunch progj*am. 

Are any of you distinguished ladies and gentlemen aware of similar 
court orden^, and what are your view^b on such court orders? 

Go ahead, Miss Martin. 
^ Miss Martin*. We had a similar court case in Georgia in connec- 
tion with the school breakfast program* The Clark County schools 
were ordered to provide breakfast in all elementary schools, to make 
breakfast available to all needy children if they made breakfast 
available to children in any one school. 

, For that reason we feel that the provision in this piece of legisla- 
tion that would require school districts participating m the National 
School Ivunch Act and Child Nutrition Act to inake lunches available 
in all schools by 1976 Is a waj of getting ahead of the courts. 

So, we think this is a very nnportant provision with this legislation. 

Chairman Perkins. Do you agree? 

Mrs. SCHiNN. Florida is unique, Congressman Perkins, in that we 
have v'cry few schools without food service programs. So this part of 
the legislation does not reallv affect Florida. 

We have initiated 63 breakf^t programs in Dade County this year 
and these programs were selected where we had high economic need, 
a high degree of poverty, a high number of free lunches. 
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^ We feel thftt^we will probably havo to Initiate breakfast programs 
in the te$t of the schools because If you are going to provide a food 
service to oae group, you almost have to provide it for all children. 
Chairman Pisbkiks, 1 agree with you, 

Mr, SmKifR. Massachusetta was the first Stat^ in the Nation to 
mandate all public school participation in the program, As of last Sep- 
tember aU one section days wore required to have the program by 
September 

Every public school in ^^as3achusett3 will have the 'program by 
Septemoer 1973. So this is a mandate in our legislation. l7e had 
a court case previous to that and it was an outgrowth of that coUrt 
case and of a commission on malnutrition ana hunger in Massachusetts 
that m developed considerable legislation 

That mandate was passed in 1970 and we vM have every public 
school In the program in September, 

Chairman Pbukins. One c<>ncluding ques»ion» Do you feel the so- 
called special revenue sharing^ package, which includes your basic 
school lunch program, is following the suggestion of the White House 
Conference on Niitritlon/ or doeslt co^itravene the suggestion that we= 
agreed to in that ^Vhite House Conference? 

Mrs. SottiNN, Congressman Perkirt^i we are very, very concerned 
aboMt the Federal revenue sharing program, and what it will do to the 
school food service programs In Florida. 

, We are really concerned because we feel that we nre going to receive 
lo^ section 4 moneys, and that we are in danger of losing our section 4 
reimbursement* 

- Chairman Perkins. Dr. perryman,,do you want Jo comment at . 
this ^tage of the game? ' . 

Mr. PsHRYijAN, Mr. Chairman, I had the privilege of being active 
in that White House Conference and a part of the group that coun- 
seled a universal school food service program for this country. > 

In my judgment, the folding in of the funds for child nutrnlon pro- 
grams mto overall educational funding woyld be a total disaster, I 
thinV that it would set the cause of our programs back many years, I 
think that in many communities wouTd lose our programs all 
together. 

I think if they are lost or closed for a period of years, we very likely 
will never get them bac^c. Lunchrooms will be carved up into class- 
rooms. Corner hot dog stdnds will grow up to take the place of our 
nutrition and nutrition education programs. 

I think it is the most ominous threat to school food service in 18 
years with which I have been associated with it and if such a bill does 
con\e before this committee, Mr, Chairman/ speaking on behalf of our 
association, we w ould request the privilege of testifymg. 

Miss Martik. Mr. Chairman, I do not feel that revenue sharing is 
consistent with the aims, the recommendation of the White House 
Conference on Nutrition and Health, either as far as the school food 
component or nutrition education component. 

To d?grcss slightly from your miestion, I would like to make Just a 
couple ol observations, if I may. I think this bill that is being consid- 
ered today, H»R. 4974, will provide authorities with a durection for a na- 
tional program that will lead us into the recommendations of the 
While House Conference on Food Nutrition and Health, 
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k fooiit^b^fort your eonSiJtt^/wMft t^Ufled tJ^0.th*W^V«iref^:,.;:3^^^ 
,,.Mdnd of no^djr chjldwii Who wero not b^m^f r^ftcbd.by tti^ wboQl^ ■ ' 
:|pmpyogram tod thd ehlll of tWaroon; V^^jftrt we had bi^ek ua.jbs^^^. v; 
/ jetf/j^nM of ReSuitecUoii Oity who had come to WMWngt6iXY'rk:%v; 
^ w app^w m food and funds for needy «hUdten,.u., , , n ; ; x^:;: ^ v.. 

And itne df awa of that moment when you asked out panel how mf#r: V>: 
i ehildreft^aJ^ the^e and how much hioney do you need to Jeed m ^ 
.<mildreft? And the commitment that we e*perieAcsd when we mt / 
tms room with a feeling that thl$ cofnjwittee jixado a commltmen je i^, : ' ^ 
, putting an end to huhgef In Ahier{ca*a cla$firoom$. ^ ^ ^ . > -v? - ^; V'^^' 
Even though what we arc asking for today or what w^.are aeeMng ^ ; ^ 
V through H.R. 4074 is not quite as dratnatlo as. that, In many ways I . ; .V 
: think it 1$ more dramatic because what we ate facing today is a request: ' V :i4 
for survival or a coutinuation Of the sound nutrition. proM^ams. that " :V: 
began in 1964 but received new entitles under the leadership of this - . 
- committee in 1968. lOeOji and 1670*. ; . , 

. - And we do not believe thatjt would be pcssibb to continue this if ^ /- 
the fi:eneral program was folded into revenue ;^haring. t . , , 

Mrs. PlXook, I only want to say that, of c()urse,:the White House.,/';: 
Conference In 1969 has stitn^ilatod the intcrtet and concern -pf the;- 
entire Nation, and it has not been stimulated since perhaps the Second. ^ . . 
World War on questions of nutrition and hunger, . . r > .>/'^* 

Obviously^ as a result of that conference, at least one Very $ignln-|.t 
cant influence was brought to bear, which brought about the na^^tge^ 
of Public Law 91-248 and when Mr. Nixon signed that bill, he swl 
that he felt that this was milestone legislation for all time in Ameri<ja'8 
classrooms. . , / ^ 

Chairman Perkins. Was any aspect of this so-called special revenue 
sharing proposal discussed in that white House Gonferertce? 
Mrs. Plxqqk, No, I do not believe so, Congressman Perkins. 
Mr, PfiRnvMAN. Not to nty knowledge. _ 
Mrs, Plagoe. If indt 1 it Is the commitment of our present admin-: 
istration to end hunger- — ^ 

Chairman Perkins. 1 must go to another meeting, but Congress-* 
man Lehman will continue with the hearing. We will hold additional 
hearings later on and we vnW press to get this legislall^on enacted ; 
the earliest possible date, Dr. rerryman, I Want to thank all of, you ' ' 
for your appearance here on this occasion. You are doing a wondeffM) 
Job. - ' .uv 

To my way of thinking, we have to keep the school luRch ^anjj 
school breakfast programs sound and not let them be torn to pieces, 
I feel that this committee will defeat such j^ropo.sals as have.beecsug: ^ ^ a 
gesled thus far in the special revenue sharing proposal, We ccr^ftinli^ 
need to fund those programs more adequately/! .want to work in that ' 
direction and will cooperate with all of you to see that, we accomplish 
this goal • \ ./o 

Mr. Lehman will now chah^ the hearing. , ' 

Mr. PfiftRYMAN. Thank you very muohi Mr, Chairman, 
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TMt. li^HhlA^, Mis^ Mftrtlh, I am aho an ex^chdol board membofi : 
atfd m w^h eoidtnesses before th^ Rllender committee not too many ' 
;^ar« Ago; 1 havd ft' iBouple of questions* n - - < ^ ^ i ^ 

^'il W^^at one tim^ bsoth a'menibdt^ of the Dade County Board of 
l[^ab)icf Health Knd 0iide County SchoO}^Board slntultaheously. This 
deoasloned th^ fa<it that I was learning that • the pxiblio health people 
fiald t^t the^ hemoglobin contont of a ohild*a blbod stream had a 
Amtt wlatVon to the lebrnlng abillty'of that child because hemoglobin 
id made of protein and carnds the oxygen even to lh<i leaMlng. cells 

^^Hafe'triet*^ ever b^cn a reaj ^tudy made to corrdat^ the hemoglobin 
c6m<Jftt ot %m ohiM*s blood based on proton intake with the' learning 
abilltj^M^ ih«fe la ^ch a 6lttdy> I would like to knox*^ aboiit it. If thcte 
hi^ been, I think it would be well for this committee or thla group to 
lJr6fA'at<i'^mbthlng)ike thdt. 

' Odw ypvr pfob^ datawisft that^ nutiitipn doca relate »to: learninit 
ability? ^ ' - ' * - ' - ' ' ' ' . ' ^ . i < . . 
.•'Mrfer pLAdOB. Dr, Herbert Burch^ writing in the June lOTV 
isfeiib 'of^ the American" Journal of Public Health/ has published the 
r^i\lts of a study called. Malnutrition Learning and Intelligence, Jn 
fm^ hfe vbry spcclflc'aUy outlines responses to the very questions 
^ 'ymoh you have asked. ' - « - ; . ^ ) ; i^. - ? 

Dr* Buvch^s artlol^ which I have read and studied quite thproughly, ^ 
is Very detailed, but l think yoii would be very interested in what h$ 
is reporting. Mo^t of the stuafea that have been done have been don^ 
on very yourig children during the prime growth period of the bralfl/s 
thit Is, the first 9 months to.l y«ar% ^ ^ ; ^ , 

^<rhefa ^re ^tudie^ that hive been done In England; In QuatamaJ^; 
^hx thi& l/nited Stat^,;and in some part^ of South America. M to 
wh$t a(jtuaUy happeris to th^ child at the school frge, there is not a^ 
much really rellajJle and responsibly data and Dr, Burch- e;!cplams 
thi^ by the fact thftt the data that js collected has to be wide against 
certain sodoJogtcal and environmental factors which are very, very 
difficult to placo mtder clinical cdndltiom. 

HcjW^^^^f to mo this article has a great deal of very valid infor* 
matlon which should bo studied and reported at some length. 

Mr. L^JfiMAN. Would anyone else like to comment? 

Mr. STAtHtn. In Massachusetts, at the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology, they are turning their efforts info finding out and have 
developed a program called, the Institute for Learning. And thet^ 
again I had an opportunity to attend and they are studying all fiiethods 
of how you learn, but the doctor there testified that there was ^ 
direct relationship on the intake of protein to the production of the 
neurochemical In our brain that transmits knowledge between the 
cells and that chemical was increased Mithhi the train iu direct pro^ 
portion to the protein intake. 

So, that there are other studies following that pattern that you 
might like to have, and we could forward it to you. 

Mr. Lehman. It there was something that we could extract from 
these studies that we could make a part of the record of the commit- 
tee, it would be of value in support of this kind of legislation. 

Mrs*. WHiTfj. Mr. Chairman, I think we might be able to get you 
some very specific infonnation by way of some special documenta^ 
tion and present this later. 



:V^But. I would Uko to eommeht to this extent that In terms of the 
: nhvsiologleal developraent of ihe brain, of course, there is ^ r^lMlon. 
;b<>l^vc^n malnutrition and brain development, But Jn t*rms of the 
; m^i^ operation of this school program, we need to look at mftlnutrl-' 
lion as being multiple in cause because this can moan over nutrition 
, A3 .woll as under nutrition. > ^ 

' : 'A child may bp malnutured but not b^ hungry, because of poor 
: Wifritlon. This is knoNw to really affect the chlia\ ability produce 
acadomioally In echooh So, we have aeveral different areaa here that 
really need close study. 
Mr, Lehman. There Js a difference between malnutrition and hunger, 
Mrs. White This is correct. This is why our niitrition educauon 
we feel is so important. 

Mr. Lebman, We have in Dade County, and Mrs. Schinn would 
confirm this, a problem of school lunches during the eummor programs 
for disadvantaged children. What kind of support do you M6d at the 
Federal level to see that the same children who go to summer pro* 

Earns m fed as well as they were on the regular programs without 
ing a burden to your school lunch programs? 
Where do you need help ther^ because obviously, we need help 
there from my own experience* 

Miss Martin. Mr. Lehman, may I take this opportunity to say how 
nice it is to see you ligain, and I remember it was about a year and a 
half affo that we were testifying before the S^nato Agricultural 
Committee. 

We appreciated your leadership then^ and we are looking forw^d to 
your leadership on the House Education and Labor Conunittee. The 
^ame provisions for providing lunches to children during the summer 
should be made as during the school year* 

^ We are very much concerned with the proposed new regulation that 
have been issued by the Department of Agriculture that would not 
provide sufficient funds to provide a total meal in some instance to 
the children. 

This bill. H.R, 4974, would provide one administrativ e simpllfi* 
cation for the food pro-am for ohUdren in that it would make possible 
the administration of special food programs by Stftto e>'JuCs'^tional 
agencies when the food progriwn is operated by ft local government. 

At the present time, the law roauires that if State educational 
agencies prohibited from admlnlstenog the program in a^ay priv^t^ 
school, then all of the programs within that State are admijdstered by 
the regional office of tfSDA and in some instancci^ and 1 use * case in 
Atlanta, for example, for wo are not allowed to administer the special 
food program for children. . . .1 

In some instances, this creates quite an administrative moxfsUtq^ity. 
At the John F. Kennedy Center in Atlaqta, which is a Oommuriity 
complex, there if a day care program thai operates dming the hximmtr 
time, a regular school program (because we have year-round schools in 
Atlanta), that operates in the summertime, and a summer recreation 
program in the summertime, and all from one kitchen. The schqol ro* 
ceives funds from the SLA to pay for the regular school meals. - ; 

It prepares Uie food that is served in day care i^d aubtnits the 
claim for reimbursemeot of those meals to the regional office and the 
summer recreation program is under contract by a privato food sorv^ 
ice management company and the private food service managemc^nt 
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company Contracts witli tho regional offlce.The children are served 
their recreation meal In the school dining room at the same time the 
children have a tvpe A meal. 

So, there aroom^ adnalnistratlve complexities in the present opora- 
tion that must be alleviated in the special food program. 

We feel that the children In the summertime need the same nutri- 
tious lunch that they have during the regular school year* 

Mr, Lehman. Mrs, Schinnj would you like to comment on that? 
That is more or le^^ the same problem we have in our area 

Mrs, ScHiNN, We do a lot of contracting for these summer programs. 

Mr. Lkhman. With some of the community action agencies? 

Mrs, ScHiNN; Yea; but we are providing meals on a contract basis 
and using school kitchens for this. 

■•' Mr. LtiHMAN, Wliat additional Federal legislation do you need to 
g^ve this same support to the summer programs that the federal Gov-^ 
emment is giving to the regular programs? That is what I would like 
to have written to me in the form of a statement or a letter. If you 
could gbt it for me. perhaps we could make the necessary adjustment; 

Mrs. ScHiNN, This is more of a State need than a local need.^ 

Mri LEH.VfAN» Righb, There may be a lot of State needs. Let me ask 
you something else. These aro things that have been bugging me for a 
number of years. . ; , ^ T 

Indirectly, the lack of capital improvements or plant construction 
has forced many school systems bto double shifts, i know in our own 
district this has recognized to a celrtain extent our school lunch program. 

When you run one shift from 7 to J2:30 and one shift from 12:.30 to 
6 or 6 o*clock ih the afternoon; you are iuuViediately; in secondary 
schools, wiping out the r^al effective nutritional lunch pro-am. 

Would you like to comment on this lis one of the underlymg destruc- 
tive processes of the lack of Federal support in capital improvements 
in the school system? . ; ^ 

Miss Martin; Mr* I^hraan, I Avill be glad to take a quick answer at 
that, I think one of the problems that scnool food service programs 
have in providmg a flexible food service in lack of fi^xibility in facili- 
ties and this is one of the reasons that we feel the authorization for 
nonfood assistance money should be at least $40 million on an annual 

. basis . ^ ; ' : ^ 

Most food service programs were designed and built back in the 
1950*8 and earlv 196(rs when we had one meal a day. ICids came in 
between 11 ana 1 and it was a simpl<j feeding program, but it is not 
anv more. - 

We must have the facilities, the capability of providing all-day 
' meal service to young people, and this is going to require a much more 
complicated, complex system of food service than we presently have 
where we just had the equipment to provide four or five items in 
1 day. 

Mr. Lehman. Thank you. I don't thiak we she uld have open or 
closed campuses related at the Federal level, but I do know they 
have a bearing on the school nutritional program. In Atlanta you 
have closed campuses. 

In Miami, we do not have closed campuses, and there is a lot of 
difference in what Happens in school lunch programs in those areas. 
I was fortunate to look at rather briefly the scnool lunch programs 
ill several of the Wbstern European countries, including -Israel, which 
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Is not Wcatera European, but I W(U qult3 {mpiessecl \?ith the fact 
that we are behind other indu^trlftliz^d hrUona whero I have seen 
this kind of support. I wonder whether there is jvny data that would 
Indicate fairly and equitably what a country iik^ iVance or Sweden 
or England or Japan la doing in school lunch program compared to 
this most advanced nation in the world? 

I think I know what the anewor is going to be, but I would like 
to have it in the record. 

Mr. Ferryman. Mr. Congressman, American School Food Service 
Association Is currently under contract with Agency for International 
Development doing a worldwide survey Of childfeoding programs 
and again with your permission, I would be pleased to send informal 
tion to you which you might or might not wish to enter into the 
record/'^"' ' ' ' ' ' 

\lr. httiMKU. I would like to have it and certainly' I would like 
the information to be as consistent and (effective as possible, 

U there anyone else who wot;ild like to nlake a comment at this 
time? 1 thank you personally for coming. 1 J^^vo enjoyed it, and it 
has beeh a very rewarding learning experience for me, 

Mr. l^errytnan, I would like to acknowledge your presence here. 
You are also from our south Florida district, and you are doing a 
great job. 

Mr. PfjRRYMAJ^* Thank you, sir. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Dr. Dale F* Roeck, associate dean of dentistry, 
Temple University, Pennsylvania* 

STATEMENT OF DAIE ROECK, CHAIUMAN, COUNCIL ON DENTAL 
HEALTH THE AMEB IC AN DENTAL ASSOOjAtlOlJ} ACCOMPA- 
NlEBi HAL M. CHRiSTENSEN, WREOXOR, WASHtlfGTO?I,OFFICE 

Dr. RoKCK. Mr. Chairman and members of the conimitteo^ I am 
Dr. Dale F. Roeck, associate dean of Temple University School of 
Dentistry and chaurman of the Council on Dental Health of the 
American Dental Association. I am accompanied by Mr. Hal M, 
Christensen, director of the Washington omco of the association. 

I am pleased to have this opportunity to offer testimony oh H.R. 
4974, the Child Nutrifmn Education Act of 1073, on behalf of both 
the American Dental Association and the National Dental Association. 

Ovyiug t« the relatively short notice of these hearings and in defer- 
ence to the demands on the time of the members of tKo committee, 
my comments will be brief. The associations' particular interest in 
H.R. 4974 is in the sections of the bill that would establish a new 
program of nutrition education for children and the sections regu- 
iatih|t the sale of foods in competition with the national school lunch 
program. 

We believe that those provisions are well conceived and If en/vctcd 
would make an important contribution to the dental and general 
health of our children and future getieratiohs of children. 

A^ an attachment to my statoment, t have included some summary 
information relating to tno dental health problem in this country. 
Especially pertinent to this discussion are the facts that by age 2 
approximately 60 percent of American children have experienced 
tooth decay* 



.'V^^^ school, Ihp. average child haa 3 decaved teoth and 

Ji*j tHe average chdd has 1 1 tooth d^cayod, missing, or filled; 
JlO* 100 eolectlve $etvice re<irait^, the armed services have needed 
iW perfom or supply. 500 fillings, 80 exttactloas> 25 bridges, and 80 
vdenturee. , . ^ ^; 

In 1071, exnendltufes for dental care in the United States totaled 
about $4 1/ billion and only about 40 percent of the population saw 
a denllsl that year. Of this amount, about $2 billion was spent for 
c Repair of decayed t^eth, 

: ^ I cite these figures to indicate the vastnoss of the dental disease 
. baclclog. in this country and to demonstrate that the long-range 
;|olutlon to the problem lies in nrevention. Wliile significant progress 
^^has been maqe in recent years In prevention through the fluoridating 
of nubile wat<ir supplies, the professional applicatlsm of topical flu-* 
^<vride$, and the teaching of pkque control, much more needs to bo 
cone. ^ ^ 

A particular area tot additional attention and emphasis la in the 
;iare$ o( educating people, particularly children, in food and nutrition 
\m relat^ to dental health* For many years, the Bureau of Pent^l 
^ Health EducaUon of tho American, Dental A^ciation has produced 
:educational booklet^ and audiovisual malerialfj hx a wide variety of 
? forms for the teaching of dental health in elementary and secondaty 
fs<jhools^ ' 
;i Currently, we are produdng six pamphlets dealing in whole oir in 
:.part with nutrition in a manner suitable (or teaching elementary and 
. secondary schoolchildren. In the last 3 years, 821>176 copies of these 
>j3amphlet3 were distributed for schoolchildren* ^ - , 

, Tlir^^ motion pictured relating directly to nutrition have been 
, circulated to a lar^e number of schools and special education facy- 
' ities. The Association also releases 6 t>ubHc service television Spots 
each year to 426 commercial television stations. 
. Two slide $ets and three filmstrius for schoolchildjren dealing with 
diet and nutrition also are distnbuted. Although there has been 
gi-owing acceptance of these materials and Increasing cooperation 
on the part of teachers and school administrators in their use, it is 
still, in many instances, a sporadic and piecemeal approach. 

The launching of a national program of child nutrition education 
as proposed in iLR. 4974 could do much to fill the existing voids in 
health education and, in relation to the expenditures envisioned, pay 
slgttificant dividends in terms o/ better health and reduction of expend- 
itures for remedial care and treatmont 

Once the program is underway, the American Dental Association 
is prepared to cooperate and assist in any way possible to help ^^m^e 
ils success. It would appear that|aa authorized in ILR, 4974, tho em- 
ployment in each State of a nutrition education specialist to plan and 
develop the progi'am during the first year, with a grant b^sed op per 
, capita formultt thereafter for support of the program, is a sound ap- 
proach toward the financing of the program* 

In this connection, trained dental hygienists now employed in many 
school districts should not bo ovei looked as a valuable personnel 
resource. 

With respect to section 9 of the bill dealing with "competitive 
focds". our associations are extremely pleased to concur with the re- 
pea! of the second sentence of section 10 of the Child Nutrition Act 
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i\ib 4alQ of eohfeotioDs and other sugar-rich fo<)di» fit)d 




in the existing Uniuage to Install vending machines in the achools to 
; diapause augar-rich beverages and ^confQctions alongside the wel^ 
Jbjftlftnced meijs offered in school cafeterla$ and lunohrooniB: 

Mr* KADcufrE. Doctor, at that point your concern with the 
nature of the foods that might be sold in a competitive food eervlce, 
la thatxorrect? 

Dr. RoficK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. RAOCMrfE. So that you are not sugge$tlng then that there is 
any thing inherently wrong with placing the responsibility for assur- 
ing the service of nutritious foods in some other agency then the Pe- 
partmettt of Agriculture? 

Dr, BoECK. No, providing there assurance that nutritious foods 
will be those that are available and not the non-nutritious foods. 
V Mr*. RADCLiprB, Thank you» 

X>T. RoEOK^ io this cotmectlon, Uie relationship between $ugar- 
rich foods and dental decay was positively established and recorded 
in the Journal of the American Dental Association, in a well docu- 
mented stud v published in 1963 by the Council on Dental Health and 
tlio Council on Dental Therapeutics of the American Dental 
Association. * . i 

Because of the associations' responsibiUty for safeguardmg the 
dental health of the American public, the councils were charged^ to 
document the known or potential haiiiirds to dental health resulting 
from the frequent consumption of sweetened beverages and other 
hx\ gar-con tain fag substan ces . 

The Council concluded: 

From the health point of view, It is deslreable especUUy to Ha ve jestriction of 
such me of «ufcftr Is repi'e^ntcd by the consumption of sweetened carbon^tea 
beverages and forms of candy which are of low nutritional value. ^ , ^ ^ . 

The CouncU believes It would to the Interest of the p«bl}o health for all 
praetlj^al means to be taken to limit the conaumptlon of ^ugar in any forip In 
whioh it faiu to b« cotnblned with slgniQcant ptoportloiU of Other foodB of high 
nutritive value. 

The report may be found in the October 1963 issue of the JourapJ 
of the American Dental Association, page 387. 

Since that report^, several independent studies have added to and 
amplified the conclusions reached by the association's councils. A 
partial listing of the most recent studies is appended to this statement. 

In our statement to the Senate committee which considered this 
matter last year, we stated our twofold concern. We share; tir^t of 
all, the desire of all Americans that children be afforded diets that are 
high in nutritional value. 

The present school lunch program plays a valuable role in helping 
to assure this* It would be imprudent and, we think, unfair to the 
child to tempt him to ignore the wcll-balanced lunch available to 
him in favor of purchasing foods from vending machines that would 
be far less valuble in terms of his overall growth and development. 

Second, we are concerned about the aeleterious| effect on the oral 
health of children that is the consequence of undue consumption of 



sugar-rich foods, many of which are vending 
machines. 

Conclusive evidence has long been available concerning the hazards 
to dental health resulting from the undue consumption of sugar. The 
haiiArds are espeoially great among sehool^atfe ohlldreri. 

The sale of sugar-containing drinks And other confection ; in schools 
through vending machines encourages the betsvoen^meal consumption 
of sugar-rich products; Dentists have been bringlnff this evidence to 
the attention of th'etf patients and the general public for dccadesp 

Sound oral health care Involves diiuncentives .against Indulgeuco 
in sugar-rich snacks between meals, much Ie?is in place of weil*bal* 
anted meals. • ^ 

Uncontrolled placement ^of food and drink vending m^ichtnes pur- 
veying such products nuUtates against the efforts being made by 
dentists, parents and schools to teach good oral hygiene habite to 
children* > 

For the foregoing reasons, the American Dental -iVssociation and 
the National Dental Association str<>ngly urge the retention of stat-* 
utory authority to regulate the $ale of food items in (?<>topetition with 
with programs authorized under the national school luheh program. 

We appreciate this opportunity to present our \ieWs on the l^is- 
lalion before you. ^ . : ' 

(The attachment referred to follows:] 

. tAppcNDix Al ; ■ ;: 

DXMS^N&IONS or DISKTA]^ ja£:AlVTU PROBLfctt 

Dental diseaso is ali but universal. , - . ^ w ^ 

Fewer than half the people In this country have dental exafms or treatment la 
a given year; far fewer than that receive dontal eare on a r^^lar bftatt. ' 

By ago two, approximately 60 per cent of America's children' have experienced 
tooth decay. On entering school, the average child has three decayed teeth and 
by age 15. the average child has 11 teeth decayed^ mtsaing or ^ed, 

ADprbximately 60 per cent of the children fn Amertcan have gingivitis, which 
can lead toj>rogtedsive periodontal disease, a major cause of tooth lo^ in aduttd. 

Nearly 60 per cent of all children linder ake 16 have never l^een to a dentist. 
This percentage Is substantially higher fof childret^ In rubl areas; ' ' 

Almost 70 per cent of the chudreu in poor families have nev6r be^n to a dentist. 

Over 6o per cent of all AmeHcans over age 65 have lost all of their 'natural l^th. 

Of the total aJult population of approximately 110 million, more thfein 20 
million have lost cH their natural teeth; of the 90 million with teeth, 26 per cent 
have destructive periodontal disease ana over 60 per cent have some stage of 
gindvitis. 

Cleft palate> with or without cleft lip, occurs about once in eveiy 700 births or 
about 6,500 such births annually. 

Oral cancer is discovered in 14,000 new patients each year and accounts for over 
7,000 deaths yearly. Of those who have had treatment^ approximately 22 per cent 
are In need oi maxillo facial prosthesis. 

For every 100 Selective Service recruits, the Armed Forces needs to perfortn or 
supply 500 fillings, 80 extractions, 25 bridges and 20 dentures. - 

[Appendix B1 

recent 6tudie8 relating to ndtrition and drstal health 

William David, D,D,S., Lincoln^ Nebraska: The Physical Character of Fo<^ (W o 
Dietary Factor in Deftlal Caries Control: The Chronicle of tho Omana District 
Deatal Society. Volume 33: Feb., 1969, Pages 170-180. 

Eleanor J. Kdmonds: Diet and Denial Healih: Texas Dental Journal, Volume 
88: May 1970 Pages 21-22. 

T. H. brenby, BSC, Ph.D.: Some Aspects of Food and Denial Cariu; Chemistry 
and Industry, Volume 28: Septoiuber, 1968, Pages 1266-1270. 



% "?>^tl^' Ph.t).j^DSOl DMary Modijkaiion oi a Mtan$ of tht Conitol of. 
D^ft'olCaj^i.* DenWyiealth/Vplurae 10: Autumn^ 1971, Pa|W il-bU u":,^ - 
. ; P* V. Huntetf BDS: SuJdr ^M Den/4l School Defttal Service Gawtte, 
Voju|ij<> §0: October 1976, P||e8 ' " 

WpAm H. mkt; Sm MPH Wd John E. HIggbs, D.D.8., Rc^hoke. VtrrinJa; 
7^ /HdfiCfim^nA^^ DMrib\ai6n 0fSwHi4 to ChUdrtn <w F(ivot$ or Co^ki Putchaits; 
Jouiiaw of the American Dentd Association, Volume 75t, October, 1067^ Pago« 

Ertxcet Newbrun, D.M.D., Ph.Dj Sucrotet The Arch Criminal of Dental Carter/ 
Journal of Dentistry for Children, Volume: 36, july-August, 1969, Page* 239-248. 
, Abraham E. NiseL D.M.D.* M9D: Dental Cariev l^olHnf m V^thohy- 
dfate$ik Literature Jflevlev, New York Dental Journal, Volunie 35: February, 
I969j?a|0« 71-81. 

, J*P; Palmer, BDS. LDS; Dietary Habile at Bedtime in Relation to DerUnl Caries 
\n Children. British Dental JoUr^iaL Volume 13: April 6, 1971, Pages 288*293. 
^ Solomon N. Rosenstein, D,D.S.: Systemic and Bntftronmenial PMore in Rampant 
i0^i6(i York Stat« Dental Journal, Volume 32r November, 1966, Pagea 

Gordon Stevenson. MS: JPrteent Status 6} Proorame to Control Dental Caries by 
CpmbmnQ lactobaeilm Counti (ind Dietary Reetriction of Carbohydrates: Journal 
of Dental Education, volume 35: June, 1971, Pages 41-42, 
■ O. B. Winter, MB, BDS, PDS. DCHi Sucrose and CariogenesU; British Dental 
Journal, Volume 124: May 7/ 1968, Pages 407-4U. 

Mr. Lehman. Thank you very much. I would hope that, with 
son\e pi this backlog of dontal problemiv that we will be able t<> meet 
and give it the kind Of national priority that this country needs and 
deserves. " " . • ■ : . ; : . 

Mr. RoECK, We concur* 

Mr. Lrhman. I would like to mention that Dr. Jean Mayer, Har- 
vard Univeraity, had been invited to appear this morning. He would 
like to have been here^ but he already had another commitment which 
he was unable to break. Therefore/ I \vouid like to include in the 
record at the end of today's hearing the statement submitted by Dr. 
Maver, one of the leading nutritionist!* in the country. 

We hope that he will have an opportunity to ^^ome before this 
committee in the future. 

Mr. IjEiiman. I think at this time we can adjourn. We once again 
thank everyone for coming and for your support We are gomg to 
need alt of the help we can get. 

[Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m. the committee adjourned to reconvene 
at the call of the Chair.] 

(Dr. Mayer*s statement follows:] 

Statement of Db, Jean Mayeb^^ Pbofessob of Notbitiok, Department 
OF Nutrition, Habvard School of Pobuc Hs!altu 

QENl^BAt C0UUENT9 

One glaring deficiency o( the National School Lunch Program as presently 
practiced is the weakness of its educational component. Whue the problem of 
Imparting proper nutrition knowledge to the Nation is one which transcends 
the 12 year school cycle, and should also tAke into account the effect of labeling, 
advertising and the role of the m^la, while more attention should be paid to the 
teaehing or Nutrition in junior colleges, coliegea and medical schools, and while 
other food programs should also have educational components, it remains trueV 
the the schooliuhch education program can be the kingpin of the whole effort, 
if properly structured* 

Mr. Chairman, I am hlchly gratified to be asked to comment on this Important 
problem and deeply regret that a previous teaching commitment of long standing 

& Dr. Jean Moer was Chairman of tbe Whits Hoose Cenferefici on toOd, Katrltioa, ana 
Health, Be is a Member of the President's Coaitimer AdriserF CoDbcU, and Cbalrtnati o( Its 
^"trltloa aod Br»ltb CMomlttee. 



a unlyorMty other tban m^ne prevented my oppmtng personally before you 
on Mttrch 6. 

Nutriv{pn E4^cfttton/ alw»y$ ao imporUnt facet of education. In now more 
urgently needed than ever: 

(l) Our food Bupply is more and more complex. With 600 additional pmducts 
every ye^ In the supermarket, Jcnptyina wtoi to buy i$ alup heeomln« yearly a more 
complex task for the housewife. It To be hoped that icgalatlbtis on nutritional 
and ingrcd ent labetllng will be published soon by the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration. LabelBja* wiU make the Uak of the housewife easier. The labelling thould 
be complement^ by a ma*»lve public cambajgn In Nutrition Isducatlon for the 
general pubUo, A minimum of one tenth of one percent of our national food bill 
should be spent on ^Nutrition Education for the publto with particular emphaiis 
on the use of televWon,/ 

Adverting too often repredenta a massive thr^t to Nutrition Education. 




the veracltv, Information content and tone o^ advertlslrig through coordinated 
action by the I ood and Drug Administration, PederM Trade Ck)mml8slon, Federal 
Commli^ion, foundations and private eflfort«, 

(3) Our educational av$tem la d<>ing a poor Job cf teaijhhig nutrition. There are 
some good reasons for ftj Elementary schools and high schools are already over 
burdened with teaching respon^lbilltlee, PwilQularly, |n th* cities, objective mea^ 
urements of literacy^ mathemfttu^; and otKe^ SuWects often show dete- 
r oration In performaftce, To add n^w subjects In the clasiriom schedule is under- 
st^Uidably listed by te^^ Furthemore, te^chcri #e often poorly prepared for 
the iob of teacWng If uWtlon md have Utile good m^l^riM available. 

Much better us^ could be made of the school lunch program to teach Nutrition. 
Coordination of^ what goCs on In the lunch room with special session.^ gl yen by ^ 
nutritionists and dietitians under the sponsorship of the: school systeW could W 
highly effecUve Without overtaxing the ie^cWntf fa?HliU^ erf the school. This i<l 
particulary so U good tmhing maJeHri (booklets, posters,, film) %re made Avail- . 
able, A model curriculum id appended* . ' 

In iimlor coll0g^ Ahd colle^^, the requlr^^riietvt for HciVith Science courses is a 
useful developmeat. .Here; td6, however, there Is need for better teaching ifiaterlal 
to assist what are often nswAnd untried Heidth $elet:ice department4 

Medfc^ schools we stlU deficient in the teaching of Nutrltlom They wiU con- 
tinue to be so until there la a cle^j^r place for Nutfltlon In the cu'Hcmum and a 
profeisor of Nutntloh to direct the teaching. In this regard, 1 woiild support a 
modest^ycArly appropriation, say 15 million dollars, to support the salaty and 
office of a faculty member responsible for Nutrition Education in e«N>b mecfical 
school. Attention should similarly be paid to dental schools allied health 
schools, 

(4) The federal food prof/ams other than the School tuhch Program, such as 
food. stamps, eommoditles and the whole range of child nutrition programs, 
should have a built in Nutrition Education component $a has been pioneer^ In 
some (limited) areas. Again, good teaching material sho\itd be developed. Use of 
tclevi.sion, radio, and other media should be stepped up, With special attention 
being given to non-English speaking groups* >. * . 

;^ MODRli GT7RBICDLUM FOR VrxlllTlON EDUCATION }H ftCHOOtS 

First cych (Grades if i,S) 

Various types of food—regional and etKnie foods. Descriptions of plants aud 
anlmalci which are used as food. Where nilk comes from*, now hn^^^r Is made. 

Rapport with families, stores— Wheat giowing and mlllhig. Fishing. Discovery 
of com and potatoes. 

Second cycle (GtadeB 4, 3^6) 

The human body, withspeclal attention to how foo i ufcd: chewing, the role 
of ihe stomach. Intestine, hver. How food and oxvgen u i brought to all cells In 
the body. Taste and olfaction. 

Third cycle (Grades 7, S,&) 

The nutrients: carbohydrates, fat, protein, vitauiiu^j. Calories'. 

Calories in foods, calorie expenditures— Nutritional labelling. Ingredient 
labelling. 



ISIiiiiilil^^ 

P^;^?P^iiriKi0e (Qta4t4 iO, tt^ 1$) ' \3 

h^- ^ ' / ^^^'^^ oonifol How to calculate your did, PA^tcins and amino aclcb: animal 

l-ff ' Vegetable eources. The Idefitlftcatlon of vitamins (^*naluraV* and syathetlo • 

; Fadi^ ftttd falUcJod, Nutrition and athletics. Nutrition and tho preveDtlon of ' 
\' \ dis^aao. 

, . ^ Thrpu$h6ul!; Rectpod and Ingredients in the achopl lunch program vviU bo em- 
^ : toba$lied. From tho 7th grad^ on aU foods presented In the School lurch room wlU 




Jnofude aa one of Ita componenl« tho physiological and health aspects of nutrition, 
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 1973 

Howe or RB^RBsBNtAtivES, 
QfiNEHAL Subcommittee on Educationi 
Of THE Committee on Educatiok and Labor, 

WashingtMtD.O. 

The subcommittee met at 8:30 a.m., in room 2176, the Rayburn 
House Office Building, Representative Perkins (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Perkins, LehmacL Ouie, Bell, and Peyser. 

Also present 5 John Jennin^ counsel; M^^nan Wytttan, assistant 
to the Chairman; and Charles Kadcliffe, mitiority counsel. 

Chairman Perkins. The General Subcommittee on Education is 
meeting this morning to continue to hear j^tlmony on H.R. 4974, 
OS well as on general aspects of child nutrition and maltiutritlon in the 
United Stat^. An initial hearing on this legislation was held on 
March 8, at which time testimony was heard on the purposes of the 
bill; principally nutrition education through grants to States, changes 
in the competitive food service provisions, increased Federal support 
for school lunch and breakfast programs, and other administrative 
changes in fundin^. 

Between that date and the present, the need for JegisJativC action 
has become more criticaV because the financial picture for school 
feeding programs has worsened considerably. Programs are again 
facing deficits during the coming school year due principally to two 
factors: First, of course, is the increased cost of food witli which the 
Department of Agriculture failed to reckon in setting the reimburse- 
ment rate at 8 cents again last week and, second, is the shortfall 

{predicted for Department of Agriculture purchase of commodities 
or donation to school districts. This dual problem is outlined in 
correspondence I have just received from the Dayton, Ohio, public 
schools: 

To date we bave experienced an average price increase of 20 percent on all 
1073-74 luncbroom supply items. Tbls, together with an anticipated employee 
wage incre^^c, projects a dark 1973-1974 lunchroom school lunch year, Cost^ 
are rising bej'ond Income derived from school lunch prices. Indications are also 
that the 1973-1974 commodity program will not crtcnd BUbstantially beyond 
the low leveU of 1972-1973. Und<tt current inc^m*^ c n t'tions, a deficit in excess 
of $200,000 is projected for the 1973-74 school L^u:h tirrgram. 

The legislation under consideration today attcmpuV to deal with 
these two problems. I feel the time for action is no»/, ^o that schools 
will know in time for next year's planning Just what funds may be 
expected for the operation of the local programs. 

Our first witness this morning will be Dr. Clayton Veutte^, Assist- 
ant Secretary of Agriculture. \Yeicome, Di. Yeutter. 
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STATEMEHt OP DR, OlAYXON YEUMER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY. 
V,S, DEPARTMENT Oi^ AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD 
J. HEKMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES} 
HERBERT D. ROREX, DIRECTOR, CHILD NUTRITION DIVISION 
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE; AND WIiUAM;0. SOLINO, AS- 
SOCIATE DIRECTOR, CHILD NUTRITION DIVISION, FOOD AND 
NUTRITION SERVICE 

Dr. YBUTtfift. Mr. Chairman, I believe you have before you now 
tha linal version ot my comments which is bit different from the 
version that was delivored to you yesterH), I apologize for all the 
versions. One of these times we will get properly organized and get 
you a final copy of that in a more opportune time. 

Mr. Chairman. I will clarify some of the differences in the state- 
ments as we go along. 

We appreciate this opportunity to meet with you today to discuss 
our views relating to H»R. 4974. We are pleased that the bill seeks to 
further the positive achievement? of the federally assisted child 
nutrition programs which have a solid record oi growth dating back 
to passage of thb original National School Lunch Act, 27 years ago 
last month. This committee's role in the development of tnese pro^ 
grams is widely recognized. 

As you know, the adnunistratlon has proposed that that portion of 
the school lunch prograjp which provides assistance to Stato, local and 
private educaticn agencies for non-needy children should be a part of 
the Education Special Revenue Sharing program under the Better 
Schools Act. We reel, therefore, that it would be more appropriate that 
your consideration of any changes to the National School Lunch Act 
be deferred until Congress has completed action on that proposal. We 
realize, however, tliat the Congress amy choose to amend the School 
Lunch Act at the same lime it is acting on other education legislation. 
V7ith this m mind, I would like to comment on some of the problems 
we see in this bill. 

I would Uke to, if I may. take a moment to review some of the high- 
lights of recent gains in child nutrition activities. We have placed a 
hi'ih priority on making school lunches accessible to all children in 
kieping with the intent of Congress and the recommendations of the 
National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition. Latest reports from 
the Food and Nutrition Service shoy that the national scnool lunch 

Erogram is now available to 85 percent of the nation's school children, 
iver 11,000 schools have joined the program since 1969. FNS is work- 
ing closely with State and local school ofHcials and concerned groups 
across the country to bring the school lunch program within reach of 
the remaining 2.6 million public schoolchildren and 2.3 million >^oung- 
sters in parochial and other nonprofit private schools still without 
food service. 

This is an impressive record of accomplishment for both the execu- 
tive and legislative branches of government but there is no reason to 
relax our efforts or lessen our concern. There is still a big job to do, 
and we are in full accord with the spirit of H.R. 4974 to further build 
on this record. In our opinion, however^ .some aspects of H.R. 4974 
need further evaluation and we would -welcome the opportunity to 
work with you in each of these areas. 



^■^ P^^* difference centers on the Important but difficult 

k SSt M T^i^^ Tli^l?^ educaUon, and who should cany 

^''-'^ iS^i'Ji'^uu^ "^^^H wtablish anew categorical grant program in 
fSi%5!!?'Ji'** TSV *^ the knchroom-relfOed role of 

^^j; the food and nutrition service Into the realm of curriculum develon- 

S?- uA^if^^^''^. education-functions which are now performed 
^? ^L^h ^1P<^*fnen.t of Health. Education and Welfare and StatS 
If educational agendes. ' As s Indicated by our proposal In Se BeuJr 
SchooU Act, we beUeve that,these funcUons may most SpropStely 
m: be carried out by the State educational agencies^ »PP™pn»w»y 

* ,„u V ^ the National School Lunch Act 

t^t ^iUhP"*^** 'P'^^^^ ^ ''nutrition training and education 

V n^^^^^^ <^l^"d nutrition) 

r**^ food and i^utrition Service has undertaken a variety 

- olrf^SJ^®''**?'^ ^1^ ^^^^^^ <'«fin« o«r role in tl^ 

«'^^'»pl^f L Department awarded a want of 

t*- ^^^^f'^mtmnt 'k liducation to Velfp wo?. 
■Att'^f nutrition education, linking tho. da^wroom with 

service program, : A team approacli to training school 
Ifi food servi^ wot1c«i« Widj teachers w-iU be develoM pilot tested and 
^j.;, evaluated for effectlvene^^in reaching eUldren Reoreia^d fS^ 

other cooperattagStates~Alabama,K^^^^^ 
M ii}?^S^,,^^<^m^ looking at nutrition educa- 

:}^^ developed ind cWTjed out under the super^on of State nutri- 
Sfj. tlon education spectahsts—one of the goals being to find out how best 
p : to organize and coordinate such a program. R-Hlcipating States 

These nllot studies and hopefully they will be of value not only 
to us, but also to State and local educational agencies. This will be 
partkularly important ^ as m suggest, State and local entities are 
in fact given the prunary role m this nation's nutrition education 
programs. , 

A larger share of our effort has been devotod to the development of 
training methods for school food service workers to help them them do 
the best possible Job of preparing and serving food to children. 

Among the projects we have pursued in this area is a series of ten 30- 
t^ia^Jf.AifH^^iE^^^^^^A developed under contract with the New 
wAd^^- * Council, the Boston educational TV station 

W0BH, and Harvard University. 

The purpose Is to provide specialized nutrition training for school 
food service workers, relating to all phases of the job— including buy- 
ing, preparing, serving, and merchandizing nutritious food to school 
lunch customers. The series, complete with course materials and test. 
hM been shown over educational TV in New England where some 7,40d 
^hool food service personnel registered as students for the 10-part 
IV course. Kesppnse has been most encouraging and we are now work- 
ing on plans to make the series available nationally. 

Toward an independent study program for food service workers, 
the Pepartment has just contracted with the Extension Service of the 
umversity of Wwconsin to study and develop a correspondence course 
; for school food service manager and potential manager. The objective 
IS to develop and test a course covering the full gamut of a manager's 
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redponsibtllties with emphasis on nutrition training keyed to the meal 
atandardi of the child nutrition programs. 

Wo expect to learn a great deal from these training and education 
projects. However, we now need an opportunity to complete the proj- 
ecta and the evaluation process. 

For the present, we recommend that H.R. 4974 be amended to pro- 
vide a more general authorization for State administrative expenses, 
training of nutrition program workers and administrators and special 
developmental projects. 

A parenthetical comment here is that H.R. 4074 as presently drafted 
has two different provisions involving administrative expenses plus 
additional provisions that are already m the law for special develop- 
mental projects plus the provision in H.R. 4074 (or nutrition educa- 
tion. 

Our belief is that it would be much preferential to combine these 

(^articular programs together into one grouping to additional fiexibll- 
ty for the States that administer those programs. 

Specificallv/we would propose that States be permitted to use up to 
2 percent of the funds expended for child nutrition programfi in the 
previous fiscal year to finance projects in those three areas. This would 
enable States to better allocate ayailable resources to meet their needs. 
Needless to say, such an authorization would presently be subject to 
the appropriation process; and budget proposals would> as noW| be 
subject to approval by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

This plan for a more general autnorization would also remedy the 
need expressed in another provision of H.R. 4074 designed to 
strengthen State administration and supervision of child nutrition 
programs. There is clear need for this kind of assistance. State stalf 
personnel form a vital link in the Federal-State local chain of child 
nutritfon program operations. Many State offices are seriously under- 
staflfed and have thus been handicapped in adjusting to the major 
changes in program rules and procedures of recent years. A more 
general authorization, such as we are suggesting) would give States 
needed flexibility to set administrative priorities, based on their own 
circumstances. 

It really does go beyond administrative priorities into some of the 
program priorities we just enunciated. 

Turning to basic cash assistance for school lunch programs under 
section 4 of the National School Lunch Act, we would like to point 
out that Federal support has alreadjr increased substantially in recent 
years. The average rate of payment increased from 6 cents per lunch 
in fiscal year 1071 to 8 cents per hmch in fiscal year 1073— an in- 
crease of 60 percent in the basic Federal rate of assistance. During this 
same period, the Wholesale Price Index for all food rose 16 percent and 
the index of nourly earnings in eating and drinking places went up 12.6 
percent. 

Thus, recent increases in the Federal payment far exceed any in- 
creases in costs that have been experienced. Accordingly, we do not 
believe a further major increase is warranted at this time. 

With regard to payments under section 11 to help provide lunches 
for needy children, we support the bill's plan to move to an averaging 
concept simlar to that now used for the oasic section 4 payments and 
the breakfast program. Both the Federal Government and the 
States have found this to be a most workable system. Consistent with 



|he 1974 budget proposal now before Congress, we would reoorameod 
J» «Jjra«e payment of 43 cents for all free an^ r6du<jed.yiw l3nch<5 

n ^i'^ should get free lunches, we cannot sup- 

oort the H.R, 4074 proposal topwvide that lunches would be served 
free to all students in^schools with over 85 percent needy children. As 
a basic principle, we believe that those who can afford U> pay therea- 
ular pnce for lunch regardless of which school they attend, should be 
expected to do so. / 

The proposed increwes in rat« of paymVhts for the school breakfast 
program are, in our view, not needed^at this time. Budget plans for the 
cunent liscal year call for standard/ates of payment of ^0 cents for 
each free breakfast served. 16 cents for each reduced-ps-ice meal aad 6 
T^S?^ ^TS'y regular-prfce meal. There is a safety valve in the rules 
that allow the rates to go as high as 30 cents for free breakfasts and 20 
'u'l ^ especiaUy needed schools where costs 

justify Mgher rates. Tfils ajows sufflc ent flexibiUty to cope ^rith un. 
usual costs and meet special aeeds.- 

In another provision. H.|. 4074 would ^ d^ from the present 
priorities, of administering Federal aid to help n^edy schools buy 
food service equipment. By addmg needy schools with temporary 
food service to the category of "no food service" schools, the bill 
would make them eUgible for the 60 percent of equipment funds now 
rwerved, by lawi for those 8(>hool3 with no programs at all. This 
change would adjust the present priority of mdiing school meals 
available to children now Without access to any food service. 

the provision could dilute our efforts in this direction, and wouJ.i 
be extremely difficult to administer, largely because of the problems 
m drawine a distinction between a temporary and a permanent food 
service. Moreover, under present nollcies, schools which are seen to 
be struggling with temporary and inadequate facilities already rate 
high orionty on the remaining 50 percent of the equipment funds 
each State has available. We do not beUeve that the proposal in H.R. 
4974 would effectively improve on their situation. 

Toward wider participation in the lunch program, H.R. 4974 
would require that all schools within a participating school district 
jom the national school lunch prograr » by June 30, 1976. This pro- 
posal runs counter to the history of the child nutrition programs and 
of American education generally. These have traditionally been 
matters for State and local decision with the Federal Govern -nen^. 
aoooperatmg partner, but not the dominant one. In short, we believe 
the decision to participate or not participate is one best made at tha 
local level, and. one which should not be mandated by the Federal 
uovemment. 

With regard^ to the proposal ihat the trust territories should be 
toought into the regular child nutrition programs, we would propose 
that the H.R. 4974 plan be modified to authorize a 3-year pilot or 
development project to seek solutions to a variety of problems in- 
cluding transportation and facilities as well as to find ways to satisfy 
local food tastes and meet nutrition standards. 

Parenthetically agam in this regard we certainly agree that trust 
temtones should not be treated as second-class operations in this or 
any other Federal program but likewise we feel that these ought to be 



eveluaUd oa $ one*by*one bosJs atjd wo ought not have ab lron-<^lad 
cpwwttoeftt by Jaw for the executio:) of comparable progtams thet e 
to thei programs that tUx^hiw ^xbt b continental United Stat^ until 
we know of the feasibility of such programs. 
;^ Regarding the commodity provision of H.R. 4974, we recognize 
that achools must be able to budget in adv'ance for a dependablelevel 
of commodity support from the Federal Government, The supply 
price situation of recent months has made it increaisingly difflcuft 
to acquire commodities under the surplus-removal provisions of 
section 32 and the price-support programs of section 416. 

The farm blU, now before the CongresSi would authorize the pur- 
chase of commodities with section 32 funds, even though they may 
not be In surplus supply. If this provision becomes la*/ as we believe 
it will/ this nrovision will permit us to meet the food needs of these 
programs while contlnuhig to give priority to the surplus removal 
of aerioultural coramodlties, 

This particular provision was b the Senate veislon ^ of the farm 
bill passed 2 or 3 weeks ago and will be introduced today in the House 
version probably by Mr. Quie who is a member of this subcommittee. 

We b^eve this approach is preferable to the one presently in*, 
corporated in H.R, 4974, 

in another provision, H.R. 4974 would switch the responsibility 
for controlling food sales that are deemed in competition with fed- 
eraliy assistea food service programs back to the Federal Qoverp- 
ment. Public Law 92-433 enacted last September transferred this 
responsibility to State and local governments, requiring that Federal 
* regulations shall not prohibit the sale of competitive foods, so long as 
the proceeds accrue to the benefit of the schools or approved stuaent 
organizations. The Department, in accord with its understanding of 
congressional intent, issued regulations providing that ^'State agencies 
and school food authorities shall establish such regulations or instruc- 
tions as are necessary to control the sale of food m competition with 
a schools nonprofit food service under the proeram ♦ ♦ 

I have recently written to the heads of all State education de- 
partments urging their involvement with school food service staffs 
m establishing such policies before the opening of the faU term. 
Such States as Florida and West Virginia have a&eady done so. and 
we have every indication that other States are moving promptly to 
assume their responsibilities under the new law. This action tends 
to confirm our belief that control of competitive foods is truly a 
matter for state and local action. 

Finally, I would Uke to comment on the H.R. 4974 proposal to 
amend the rulemaking procedure for establishing new regulations 
governing child nutrition programs. As you know, our practice is 
to nubll^ proposed regulations in the Federal Register and allow 
at lee^t 30 days for public comment on these proposals. All comments 
are carefully considered and very often bfluence the outcome of the 
final rules. 

The H.H. 4974 provision to mandate consultation with a specified 
group or groups would seriously interfere with the execution of these 
praams. 

Firsti it would impose a double rulemaking| process, meaning it 
would reouire informal rulemaking procedure pnor to initiation of the 
formal rulemaking procedure. 



Second, in specifying that.proposed rules should reflect the com- 
""^l^fi. ..*^P*r°<i 8W>up, the provision would tend to Iguore the 
contrtbuaons of other groups and individuals including the depart- 
•* ment itseli. v. 

Third, this kind of rulemaking procedure would establish an un- 
fortunate precedent that would extend beyond child nutrition pro- 
grams and could ultimately hinder the administrative operations of 
taany other Governtoent programs. On these grounds, we cannot 
support this feature of the bill ' ' «^ , ^ «*« v 

v^Tiri®*'' ^*^"!n¥ "^^^^P^ National Advisory Council 
on Child Nutrition. I will be meetto with this group within a few 
days here in Washlnsfton. The Council has done an outetsnding Job 
of studying the child nutntlon programs and focusing attention on 
areas needmg improvement. We support the H.R. 4974 proposal to 
. increase the size of that body. y 

As I mentioried earlier Ih the statement, we will welcome the oppor- 
S's^yJS pontmue worWng with the committee on speclflo aspect of 
ii,K. 4974, particularly j)n matters of timing. Timing can be a crucial 
factor in addmg new features of program activity into the school 
administration calendar, and it may akeady be toolate to implement 
some of the provisions of H.R. 4974 in the upcdniing school year. We 
wiU be happy to share our views on this or any other question with ihe 
the comnuttee at any time. . 

_Ohahinan Perkins. Let me ask you three or four qtiiMtlons. In 
view of the increase of 14.6 percent in food during the past year, how 
can We afford not ,to increase the reimbursement rate to local educa- 
tional agencies to 10 cents if we intend to keep the school lunch 
program healthy and sound and not let the middle-class child be 
priced out of the market? 

Just tell me how we can afford not to. Where is the money going to 
come from if the Federal Qo% emment fails to increase the reimburse- 
ment rate to 10 cents? 

Dr. Yeutter. Mr. Chairman, as I indicated m the testimony, the 
I'ederal contribution has already gone up substantially, 

C'jairman PBRKiNs. Certainly. But that is a drop In the bucket. 
1 hat is for the ordmary school lunch program and the reimbursement 
rate for the cost of providing that lunch. Don't you see great danger of 
the middle-class child being priced out of this school lunch program? 

Dr. Yeuttbr. Certainly. Someone in Government at sdme level 
must increase its contribution to this program in the forthcoming 

Chairman Perkins. In view of the high inflationary spiral, natu- 
rally the local government— and in most instances the State govern- 
ment— will make a proportionate increase. But don't you feel we are 
justified in §oing to 10 cents to preserve this great program in view of 
the tremendous increase in the costs of food and labor and the in- 
creased cost of the lunchroom workers? 

Pr* Yeuotbr. Mr. Chairman, an increase from 8 to 10 cents in 
percentage terms would exceed the increase in cost that is going to be 
experienced by most school districts around the country. 

Chairman Perkins, How would it, if the increase generally is 16 
percent? 

. Yeutter. From present 8 to 10 would be a 25 percent inc v ase 
in federal contribution which exceeds any projections I have seen on 



food costo and kbof eodt$ and the ot^hol' elemente that would bd buUt 
bto thld progrc^. Md6 from (hat particular polot; as cpmpapg the 
tontributiond of Stitte versus local governmenti I have been m State 
fi^bve^i^ a3 you havei and revenue that is being generated at 
the State level is one of the optimistic facts of governmental Uf e these 
days. The State government Is today dobg a better Job of raising 
revenue than the Federal Government is. 

In view of thst pdint Which is a switch from the situation when you 
and I were in State govemmenti it would seem to me that those fi^ovem* 
mente at this particular point in time have a greater capability of 
picking up $^ increase. 

Chairman Psbkins. You know the statistics show that the revenue 
at the local level is not gobg into social programs, but it is going into 
construction and into general welfare projects that must be carried 
out at the local and State level. 

Am I correct in that statement? 

I)r. YuvwKH. I suppose one would have to evaluate every State 
individual^ in that m;ard| Mr. Chedrman. I would not have that 
information. It is obv&us that each State makes Ite own priority 
determinations. 

Chiirman PBRKtKS. The General Accounting Office released within 
the lait several days a study on the progress of the schdol lunch pro- 
gram and the problems in achieving the objectives of the school lunch 
program* I would like to include that report hi the record at this point. 

[The document referred to follows:! 
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REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 



Progress And Problems In Achieving 
Objectives Of School Lunch Program 

Food and Nutrition Service 
Department of Agriculture 



BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 



JtlNE 29, 1973 




To the Preil^ent of tho Senate u^d tho 
Speaker of the Houte of Repretentatlvei 

We have reviewed the progreai and problema In achieving the 
objeetlvei of the achool lunch program admlniatered by the Food 
and Nutrition Service, Department of Agriculture. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting 
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. S3), and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 
19S0 (31 U.S.C. 67)* 

We are pending copies of thia report to the Director, Office 
of Management and Budget, and to the Secretary of Agriculture, 




Comptroller General 
of the J/dted State a 



BSPORT TO m COs^OJiBSS 



mill 

m mnvm m HAPS 

The Food and Nutrition Service 
administers four child-feeding pro- 
grams and three related proorams to 
safeguard the health and weil-hMng 
of the Natlon^s children. 

Federal assistance to the States 
to carry out these programs has 
Increased over the years ^ From 
fiscal year 1967 to fiscal year 
1973» for example I the assistance 
Increased from $4W million to an 
estlindted Sl.S billion. 

GAO reviewed t^e administration of 
V the school lunch programi the 
largest of the child^feeding pro- 
grams, to detemlne whether Its 
objectives— making nutritious 
lunches available to all school 
children and providing them free 
or at reduced prices to needy 
children— were being achieved ef- 
fectively. 

The review included visits to 13 
school districts and 46 schools In 
these districts In Ca11fornia» 
Indlanai Kansas* Kentucky* H1ch1gan» 
^nd Texas. (See app. l.] 



pmms A19V cbucuisms . 

Hakinq miH Houe Imchee availahU 
to aii ndhool chitdi^n 

The Servicers statistics showed 
thati between fiscal years 1969 and 



nmi%% AND PROBUHS 
IN ACHUVJNO OBJECTIVES 
OF SCHOOl LUNCH PROGRAM 
Food and Nutrition Service 
Department of Agriculture B-17dFS4 



1972i the number of schools partici- 
pating In the program Increased from 
about 74»900» with about 40 million 
students enrolled, to about 82,900i 
with about 4S million students en- 
rolled. Some of these schools were 
operating only limited proorams 
because of Inadequate facilities. 

Service data indicated that, early 
in the 1971-72 school year, about 
24*900 eligible schools, with about 
8.7 million students enrolledi were 
not participatino in the program. 
About 18,100 of these schools did 
not have any type of food service, 
and the Service identified at least 
4,400, with 1.4 million students 
enrolled* as needy schools. (See 
p. 10.) 

Some schools did not participate 
because 

—their officials were not In- 
terested in participating, 

—their officials preferred to 
operate their own lunch programs,* 
or 

—local conditions were such that 
they did n^t want to participate. 
(See p. 11.) 

Some schools did not participate 
because they did not have ^he build- 
ings and equipment necessary for 
preparing and serving food. Some of 
these schools said they lacked local 
funds to acquire the necessary 
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buildings and to purchase equlpn^ent. 

Some partlclpattng schools had In* 
adequate faculties and therefore 
could not serve lunches' to all of 
their students. (See p. 14.) 

State agencies were not effective 
In extending the program to all 
schools wUhin their stateSi par- 
ticularly to schools that required 
Federal assistance for necessary 
buildlnos end equipment. The De- 
•partnient's Office Of the Inspector 
General reported that the Serviced 
regional offices had (nade only 
limited efforts to extend the pro- 
oram to private schools. (See p. 

k) 

The Service did not have reliable 
data on the schools needing assls*^ 
tance and on the extent of their 
needs. (See p. IS.) 

Some of the reasons the schools 
cited for not participating were 
based on local preference or on 
special local conditions not sus- 
ceptible to Federal persuasion. 
Otner reasons, however^ such as the 
lack of Interest and the lack of 
facilities for preparing and serving 
food, evidenced problems which 
could be resolved. 

To resolve these problems,. the Serv- 
ice needs better data on the number 
of schools not participating and 
their reasons. 

Such data woiild help the Service 
determine what assistance or changes 
In administrative policies or leg* 
Islatlon may be needed to enable 
such schools to participate. (See 
p. 17.) 



iwioh4$ to all n^#c^ $ifud4nt$ 



After the May 1970 enactment of 
legislation which clarified re- 
sponsibilities for providing free 
or reduced-price lunches » the num- 
ber of students eatino such lunches 
Increased from about $ mlllfon to 
d.l million In April tg7a» a 
60-percent Increase. 

The Service's March 1972 Survey, 
however I showed that about 1.5 mil** 
lion needy students attending 
participating schools Still were 
not eating free or reduced-price 
lunches. To determine why, GAO 
Identified 183 needy students at 
20 schools visited during the 1971- 
72 school year who were not eating 
free or reduced-price lunches and 
Interviewed them or members of their 
families. 

Of those interviewed, 75 said that 
they did not want to participate 
or to have the students participate 
because of personal reasons, such 
as pride Or student preference not 
to eat the school lunches.^ 

The other 108 persons "interviewed 
said they wanted to eat. or to have 
the students eat, the school lunches 
free or at reduced prices. They 
gave various reasons for not par- 
ticipating, some of which appeared 
to be related to the schools* ad- 
ministrative practices which did 
not comply with the Service's regu- 
lations: some schools failed to 
send application forms to all 
families having children enrolled 
and used procedures which resulted 
In needy students* being Identified^ 
(See p. 21.) 
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The Office of the Inspector (Senerel 
found slmiUf practices In iu re- 
view of the admlnfstratlon of the 
free- end reduced-price-lynch pro- 
grain fft other schools during the 
WUii school year. It made 
several recotnmendatfoos to the Serv- 
ice! Incli^dlng ones on the need for 

— followup by the Service's regional 
office and $t$te agency personnel 
on the schools^ fmplementatlon of 
free- and reduced-prlce-lunch 
policies! 

—prompt corrective action on prob- 
lem areas I 

—continued efforts to publicize the 
availability of free and reduced- 
price lunches > and 

—renewed efforts to have schools 
develop systems that adequately 
protect tne anonymity of students 
approved for free and reduced- 
price meals. 

The Service said that action had 
been or would be taken on those 
matters. (See p. 26.) 

(>A0 concurs with the Office of the 
Inspector General's recommendations 
to the Service and» In view of the 
actions that the Service has taken 
or planned I Is not making any recom- 
mendations on this aspect of the 
program. (See p. 29.) 

Heed to obtain b^ttet* infotmtion 
on coat per lunoh 

The Service lacked accurate Infonna- 
tton on the cost of lunches served 
under the program. It needs this 
fnformation to insure th4t its re- 
imbursements to the States are no 
greater than the allowable costs 
but are sufficient to give States 



an incentive to bring more needy 
students Into the program. 

The Service had not Sufficiently 
guided the schools on how to compute 
the per-lunch cost because It had 
not identified what cost elements 
should be included. (See' p. 31.) 



The Secretary of Agriculture should 
Kwe the Administrator of the 
Service; 

--Hake the studies necessary to 
obtain accurate information on 
the number and needs of schools 
that are not participatlna in the 
program andi If It is decided that 
the schools should be particlpat- 
in^i determine whether changes in 
existing administrative policies 
or practices or In legislation 
are necessary. 

—Direct the Service's regional 
offices to work more closely with 
the States in contacting non- 
participating schools and. where 
applicable! to contact non- 
participating schools directlyi 
to convince them of the importance 
of providing nutritious meals to 
their students and to advise them 
of the types of assistance avail- 
able to them under the school 
lunch program. Such promotional 
efforts could be especially effec- 
tive In encouraging the partici- 
pation of those schools whose 
reasons for not participating 
may be other than the unavalf- 
abllity of local funds. (See 
p. 18.) 

—Specifically define the types of 
costs Incurred by participating 
schools that are allowable for 
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filinbursement by the Sirvlce. 
(See p. 32.) 

Aosm Actms m vmsomo issm 

The Department generally agreed wUh 
GAO's con€lu$ton$ and recotnnenda- 
tlons and described actios that 
were being taken to obtain better 
1nfortnat1on» promote the prograin, 
and define reimbursable costs. 
(See pp, }d» iif and 33 and 
app. Ill,) 



Proaresi has been madd toward 
achieving the* school lunch program*s 
objectives^ further actions by the 
Department could reiult In greater 
progress. Soine existing conditions, 
howeveti make It uncertain whether 
the objectives win be fully 
achieved. The Congress should find 
this report useful In its continuing 
evatuatfon of the school lunch 
program. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

The Pood tnd Nutrition Service (FNS), Depertment of 
Agriculture! tdmlnisters four child-leeding progress end 
three teiet04 troareAs which the Congress euthoti ted to 
sefeguerd the hdelth end well<-being of the Ketion^s children 
by providing various forms of assistence to the States to 
carry out nonprofit child*' feeding programs* 

The child^ feeding programs are (1) the National School 
lunch Program, which includes general cash*for*food assist- 
ance for all lunches and special cash assistance for free 
ot reduced*pTlce lunches for needy students, (2) the School 
Breakfast Program, (3) the Special Milk Programi and (4) the 
Special Food Service Program for Children in nonprofit serv- 
ice Institutionsi such as day*care centers, settlement houses, 
and recreation centers i 

The related programs are (1} the Nonfood (equipment) 
Assistance Program, (2) the program to provide cash advances 
to State educational agencies for their administrative ex- 
penses in conducting child-feedlng programs and in assist* 
ing local school districts and service institutions in their 
efforts to reach more children, and (3) the program for 
nutritional training and education for workers, cooperators, 
and participants in the child'^feeding programs and for sur- 
veys and studies of requirements for such programs* 

Ke reviewed the administration of the school lunch 
program, tha largest of the child-feeding programs, to 
determine whether its obJectives--making nutritious lunches 
available to all school children and providing free or 
reduced-price lunches to needy children- -were being effec- 
tively achievedt We made our review in 6 States, 13 school 
districts, and 46 schools In these districts. (See app. 1\) 

HISTORV OP SCHOOL 1<UNCH PROGRAM 

Although Federal assistance for school lunch operations * 
began as early as 1933, the National School Lunch Act of 
June 4/ 1946 (42 U.S.C< 1751), provided the first permanent 
legislation authorising Federal assistance for a school 
lunch program. Specifically, the Congress declared that 
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th6 objectives of the act were ^^to safeguard the health 
and well-being of the NetionM children and to encourage 
the doftestic consumption of nutritious agricultural com* 
aodities and other food 

The act kuthorited assistance) to States in the form 
of cash reinbutiements fot part of the food costs and au* 
thoriied continuance of direct distribution of suitable 
foods acquired hy the Department through the use of cuitons 
receipts as authorized by section 32 of Public Law 74-320 
(7 U,S,C. 612c)* In addition, the act authorised the De* 
partnent to purchase and distribute certain foods which 
would iiaprove the nutritional quality of the lunches served, 
The act listed the following three basic operating stands 
ards. 

•-'Lunches served should meet nutritional standards 
established by the Department. 

--The lunch program should be operated on a nonprofit 
basis I 

--Children unable to pay the full price should be 
served free or reduced-price lunches. 

The Department's food distribution authority was fur- 
ther expanded by section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 
194^ (7 U.S.C. 1451) which authorixed donations of food 
acquired by the Commodity Credit Corporation under price- 
support programs. 

On October 1S| 1962 » Public Law 87-823 added section 11, 
Special Assistance, to the National School Lunch Act* This 
section authorised higher rates of cash reimbursement to 
needy schools (those drawing attendsmce from areas in which 
poor economic conditions exist), to tissist these schools in 
serving lunches to students unable to pay the full cost of 
such luncheSi Continuous funding under section 11| which 
began in fiscal year 1966, increased from about $1.9 million 
in that fiscal year to about $502 million^in fiscal year 
1972 and is estimated at about $620 miUionT^for fKcal year 
1973. 



The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 C42 U.S.C, 1771) ex- 
tended, expanded, and strengthened the efforts of the school 
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lunch proftdm' including the establishment o£ a permanent 
program of nonfood assistancei This pro^fam provides up to 
*S percent of the cost of equipment purchased or rented by 
schools drawing attendance from areaF in which poor economic 
conditions exist» to enable such schools to establish, main- 
tain» and expand school food service programs, 

Public Uw 91-248, approved May 14, 15^70 (84 Stat. 
207)^ Clarified responsibilities for providing free and 
reduced-price meals. The law directed that such meals be 
provided on the basis of income guidelines prescribed by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. The law emplidsized that the 
States were to extend the school luncVi program to all 
schools and that free or reduced-^prlce lunches were to be 
made available to all needy students* The law also per- 
mitted transferring Federal funds between programs, pro- 
vided for advance appropriations and carryover authoriiation^ 
strengthened the nutritional training and educational bene- 
fits of the programs> and required each State to develop a 
pUn of child nutrition operations by January 1 of each year 
for the following fiscal year. 

Public Law 92-153, approved November 1971 (85 Stat. 
419) t increased the amount of reimbursement for lunches 
served. An average reimbursement rate of 6 cents in general 
cash-for-food assistance was established for each meal 
served and 40 cents in additional special assistance was 
guaranteed for each free meal unless the cost of providing 
such a meal was less than 46 cents. 

Public Law 92-455, approved September' 26, 1972 (86 Stat. 
724)| increased the reimbursement rate for general cash-for- 
food assistance to 8 cents for each meal served. The act 
also required that SO percent of nonfood assistance funds be 
used solely for schools without food service and permitted 
the 25-percent matching requirement to be waived for schools 
without food service that are determined by the State to be 
especially needy, 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTRATION 

The Department of Agriculture, through the FNS head- 
quarters and regional offices (1) supervises States* adminis- 
tration of the program, (2) administers the program for 
private schools in those States where the State educational 
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tt«ncl0l iro prohibited from disbursing funds to {^i rifAtt 
schoolSi (3) distributes comoditiai to the States ahl 
^riVAte schools where Applicable, (4) reviews Stat# and 
local school operations, (S) apportions funds to the States 
and (6) sets standards for nutritious meals. 

At the State level, the State educational agency ad-^ 
ministers the program in public schools and in private 
schools where permitted* The agency (1) submits a State 
plan of child nutrition operations for each fiscal year 
for PNS approval, (2) establishes a system of accounting 
under which school food authorities will report program 
information, (S) maintains current records on schools* 
operations and accounts for program funds, (4} determines 
wh0ther the matching requirements of the act are being 
met, (S) provides supervisory assistance to local schools, 
(6) provides the schools with monthly information on foods 
determined by the Department of Agriculture to be in 
plentiful supply, and (7) investigates complaints. 

FNS and the States are responsible for extending the 
program to ull schools. In addition, the States are re- 
sponsible for assisting local schools to reach additional 
students. 

At the local level, the schools or school districts 
carry out the program and determine the students eligible 
for free or reduced-price lunches in accordance with policy 
statements which must be submitted to the State agencies » 
To participate in the program, each school and school dis- 
trict must enter into a written agreement with the State 
and must keep accurate records to support claims for reim- 
bursements« 

PRQGRAf^ FUNDING 

As shown in detail in appendix II, Federal assistance 
to the States for the school lunch program and for the 
other FKS-administered child-feeding and related programs 
increased from about $438 million in fiscal year 1^67 to 
about $1.5 billion in fiscal year 1973. 

For the school lunch program. States must match the 
Federal grants for general cash-for-food assistance from 
sources within the State at a ratio of 3 to 1. For States 
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with balOH«avdraga per capita inconesi this ratio nay be 
decmsed* Between fiscal years 1967 and 1972| annual con* 
ttibutions fro» sources within the States Increased from 
$1*SJ billion to il.66 biUioni most of which came from 
students' payments. FN$ estimated thati for fiscal year 
lillt these contributions would total $1.76 billion. 
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■ CHAPTER 2 

MAKING Mt)Tftl T10US LUKCHBS AVAILABLE 

TO ALL SCHOOL CHI LDREl^ 

FNS statistics show that p»rtlclp»tlon in the school 
lunch progrtu by both schools and students has increased in 
recjntysirs, About 74,9qo schools, with about 40 million 
studentrsnrolied, psrtlclpated in tht program in fiscal 
year 9«9 ctapared with about 82.900 schools, with about 
4S Billion students enrolled, In fiscal year 1972. Some of 

'•'"^y programs because of 

inadequate facilities. 

io«6 !!J! f«?J^**^^' indicated that, between fiscal years 
1969 and 1972, the average number of stude.its participating 
in the program each day had increased from 20.7 million to 
«i 4 million and that the average number of students receiv- 

! f ^f??i«M^« increased from 

3»i million to 7.9 million. 

FNS estimated that in fiscal year 1973 the program 
would operate in about 34,600 schools, with about 46 million 
students enrolled, and that an average 27.5 million students 
would participate in the program each day with 8.4 million ' 
receiving lunches free or at reduced prices. 

FNS statistics as of October 1971.-early in the 1971-72 
school year.-indicated that about 24,900 eligible schools, 
with about 8s7 million students enrolled, were not partici- 
pating in the school lunch program, including about 18,100 
eliflible schools, with about 5.5 million students enrolled, 
that aid not have any type of food service. * 

^AA^^ identified as needy schools at least 4,400 of the 
24,900 schools which were not participating in the school 



FNS statistics as of September 50, 1972, indicated that 
abput 23,900 eligible schools, with an enrollment of about 
8.3 million, were not participating in the school lunch 
program, including about 17,700 eligible schools, with an 
enrollment of about S million, that did not have any type 
of food service. 
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lunch prografQ» The$« 4»400 schools had. an enrollment of 
About 1«4 iRilliOn* 

To determine why schools were not participating in the 
school lunch prograiAi we either sent du^stionnaires to or 
interviewed local and State school officials in four States. 
These officials represented most of the nonparticipating 
public and private schools in the four StateSi In a fifth^ 
StatOi we reviewed the responses to questionnaires sent by 
the State during the 197X**72 School year to its nonpartici- 
pating public and private schools* In all six States in- 
cluded in our review, ve also discussed with State and local 
school district officials the reasons for their schools* non* 
participation or liaited participation! 

The information we obtained showed thatt 

*-Some schools chose not to participate because (1) their 
officials were not interested in participating, (2) 
their officals preferred to operate their own lunch 
programs, or (3) local conditions were such that they 
did not want to participatOi 

«-Soffle schools did not participate becat^-'.e they did not 
have the buildings and equipment necessary for prepar* 
ing and serving food. Some of these schools said 
they lacked the local funds needed to acquire such 
buildings and equipment. 

-•Some schools were participating in the program but 
had only limited facilities and could not serve lunches 
to all of their students. 

Also» the State agencies and the FNS regional offices 
were not effective in carrying out their responsibilities 
for extending the program to nonparticipating schools^ 
especially to private schools* 

SCHOOLS CHOOSING NOT TO PARTICIPATE 

The information we gathered indicated that some schools 
simply were not interested in participating. Some of the 
schools choosing not to participate served meals to students 
under their ovm programs, School officials indicated that 
they were not interested in pattl'-lpating in the Federal 
school lunch program due to its basic requirements that 
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CD lunches contain the basic conjponents»*-»eat or. other 
protdln^type food as i wain dish, vegetables oi fruita, 

lltutVA JA^J-^S'^ ''''f^"^^>.'^?^^t^ atrgarine, and ahk- 
rejuUid by the Secretary of Agriculture's guidelines, (2) 
iAWl ;j<^^<^*^*P'lc^ i^nches be provided to naedy students, 
*n4 (5) th« prograBk operatd on a nonprofit basis; 

Stat0, jfficiais of S2 school* stated that they 
chose not to participate in the program rather than serve 
the required lunches or operate nonprofit programs. In 
another state, off icials of three schools said that they 
did not want go to the administrative expense of opera tine 
free- or reduced-price. lunch programs. p«r»"ng 

*...,i?!f^i^^fl? schools, some of which had no food- 

serving facilities, said that they did not want to partici- 

l^ll^J lL^l'^^\^tJ^''^^^^^^^ 'P«^^«l conditions 

some 01 the conditions were: 

-•The school district and/or school was too small for a 
lunch program to be operated economically. 

--The School was scheduled to be closed in the near 
future or had inadequate facilities and equipment 
with which to conduct a food service program, 

•-Students lived close to the school and could 20 home 
for lunch. 



--A court order was pending to consolidate districts 
because of small enrollments or racial imbalances. 

--The school required special food preparation for 
reUgious reasons* 

•-The school did not accept public funds, 

SCHOOLS WITHOUT FOOD SERVICE 
BUILDIMCS Mt> EQUIPMBfTr 

In replying to the questionnaires, needy and nonneody 
nonparticipating schools in the five States said that they 
did not Mve buildings and equipment for preparing and serv- 
ing foH. Although some Schools indicated that they had 
local funds to acquire the necessary buildings and to 
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purchase equipment, many other schools Reported that they 
did not have the needed local funds » 

Under the nonfood assistance programi Federal funds are 
available to relnburse needy schools for up to 7S percent of 
the cost of equipment purchased or rented to establishi inain* 
tain, and expand school food service programs . However^ 
nonfood assistance is not authorised for acquiring new build* 
Ings or for expanding existing buildings nor Is it authorized 
for nonneedy schools* l>ublic Lav d2*433 permits the 2Sr 
percent matching requirement to be waived for schools without 
food service that are determined by a State to be especially 
needy, 

In one State/ responses from 112 public and private non« 
participating schools indicated that 93 schools were not 
participating because they did not have the necessary build* 
ings and equipnent. Of these 93 schools » 90 stated thitt they 
did not have the needed local funds* Another 36 of the 152 
schools responded that they had sufficient local funds and 
were planning to participate within the next 1 to 3 years. 
The remaining 23 schools cited various other reasons for their 
nonparticipatlon, 

The local funds problem confronting sonie Schools is 
illustrated by the Information obtained from 68 of the 90 
schools not participating because theydid hot have the needed 
local funds* The total funds required for buildings i^d 
equipment for these 68 schoolSi representing 8 public school 
districts and 2 private schoolSi was estimated by the schools 
or school districts at 12,5 fliilion. At least SO percent of^ 
that amount was for buildings and would have to be paid en* 
tirely with local funds. Furtherinorei the loy percentage of 
needy students reported by about 6$ percent of the schools 
indicated that the schools might not be eligible for the 75* 
percent Federal assistance for purchasing equipment » in which 
case the schools would have to pay the entire cost of the 
equipment. 

In another State» responses from school districts rep- 
resenting 824 nonparticipating schools disclosed that 354 
were not participating because they lacked the necessary 
buildings and equipment. Of these 354 schools^ 198 stated 
that they did not nave the needed local funds. 
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SCHOOLS WITH INADEQUATE PACIHTIB8 

In tht«« StAUii InAdei^uit^ £ACliltl«r in ion6 
pArtlolpiting ichooU rdiult^d in th« iphools* Uniting th« 
Aiwber of itudenti who could p«rticiiMite in the $chpol lunch 
prosrM^, These quotM prevented both nonneedy »jid need/ stu- 
dents froa perticipiting in the progTiuAi 

In one Stete, a school district with 46 schoole ellowed 
only the students who were bused.. to sc^ool to participate 
because facilities were not adeq\i&te to feed all the etu- 
dents, About 2,800 of the total ichool district enrollaent 
of about IS, <>00 were bused^ including 2, ISO of the total 
3il50 Students who were considered needyi Therefore about 
13»100 students, including ebout liOOO who were considered ^ 
needyi had been excluded from participating. 

In one school district in another State » u school pro- 
vided lunches for its own students and for students of six 
needy schools. Although the kitchen capacity at the. school 
preparing the lunches had been expan^^^ed by. about 50 percent* 
its iiaiited capacity restricted participation at the six 
other schools, At four of V.ie schools, only the needy stu* 
dents were provided with luiches. At the two other schools, 
not all the needy students were provided with lunches. 

The principal of the school preparing the lunches told 
us thati if student participation at his school increasedi he 
would have to further reduce the nunber of lunches sent to 
the six Other schoolst 

BFFOrVs TQ BXTENO PROGRAM TO ALL SCHOOLS 

Thir State plan for child nutrition operations^ which 
each State agency ttust subnit annually to FNS, is to Include 
a description of the aanner in which the State proposes to 
extend the school lunch program to every school in the State* 
Khere a State is prohibited frora administering aid prograiois 
to private schools, the responsibility for extending the pro* 
gram to the private schools rests with the FKS regional 
office. 

The nonparticipating schools toward which such efforts 
are to be directed are referred to by FNS as "no progran'V ' 
schools and include both (1) schools which conduct their own 
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lunch pro grans and (2) schools which do not have tho build* 

ln£s and equipaont for preparing and serving lunches and 

which generally require nonfood assistance to enable then 
to participate in the prograjn* 

Our review disclosed that State agencies were not effec* 
tive in extending the progran to all schools In their States » 
particularly to schools requiring noniooi assistance for the 
necessary buildings and equipioent. For examplei one State 
agency had approved requests for nonfood assistance on a 
flrst^cone^first-served basis without identifying the 
relative needs of individual schools, Another State agency 
had not surveyed its schools to identify those needing nonv 
food assistance and to in form them about the availability of 
such assistance* 

Also the Departments s Office of the Inspector General 
(OIOJ , which reviewed tUS regional office operations between 
May 1971 and March 1972, reported that some FHS regional 
offices had nade only United efforts to extend the school 
lunch prograiA to private schools. CIO reported that the fis-* 
cal year 1972 plan of one regional officet which galled for 
actively recti^iting nonparticipating private schools and 
taking a poll of luch $chools to detertnine whether they had 
food sorvice» h^.d not been carried out as of becenber 1971. 
010 had found lhat the regional office had primarily followed 
up on inquiries initiated by interested private schools* 
Regional office Offloials told Ol^Q that they had been unable 
to carry out that phase of the plan because of more pressing 
problems and their increased workloads , 

In another regional office OIO' noted inconsistent past 
efforts to extend the school lunch program. 010 found thati 
of 416 nonparticipating private schools in a 3-State area in 
that region» had not been visited by the regional office. 
010 noted that the regional office had sent a memorandum 
explaining the program to soiiie of those schools in March 1971 
but that the office had hot recorded the schools contacted ot 
the results achieved. OIQ reported that, of the 148 schools 
the regional office visitedi 107 were visited before fiscal 
year 1970 (there were no records of visits in fiscal year 
1970} and only 41 were visited in fiscal year 1971* 

0!G recommended that both regional offices initiate 
plans of action outlining steps to be taken to offer the pro* 
gram to all eligible private schools, FNS officials 



$ubs6quentiy idviied us that all five FNS regional offices 
had adopted forttal outreach action plans'. 

to effectively extend the program to all schools » FNS 
and the Stat<»s need accurate data on the schools vhich need 
assistance and the extent of their needs. To identify 
school! vithout food service i FNS conducted several surveys 
and sent questionnaires to the StateSi The State agencies 
were to collect and summariie the data and forward it to FNSi 
Koweveti the agencies did not accurately prepare the ques- 
tionnaires and only roughly estimated the number of schools 
without food service. 

For example, the FNS survey , which showed that about 
18,500 schools did not have food Service as of October 1971, 
did not disclose whether such schools lacked the facilities 
for preparing and serving food. Moreover, our test of the 
accuracy of four States' data indicated that the reported 
number of schools without food service was not reliable. In 
some St«>teS| the State educational agencies did not have suf- 
ficient information available to prepare accurate surveys. 
In one State, all schools not participating in the school 
lunch program were assumed to be without food service. In 
another State, a certain percentage of the nonpartlcipating 
schools was assumed to be without food service* 

Our discussions with States officials indicated that 
efforts to identify the needs of nonpartlcipating schools and 
to extend the program to these schools had been hampered by 
several factors. These officials stated that the shortage of 
administrative staff in relation to the increased scope of 
child-feeding prograns had affected their efforts to extend 
the program. They also cited their difficulty in obtaining 
information from nonpartlcipating .schools. One State official 
stated that, due to the uncertainty of funding in past years, 
promotional efforts had been limited to large school 
districts and to schools which had expressed specific inter- 
est in the program. 



FNS officials generally concurred with our observations* 
They stated that the Department was aware of the need to 
bring no-program schools into the program and that FNS had 
several efforts to deal with this problem underway. They 



referred specifically to %ht report on no*progran schools 
issued by the National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition in 
January 1972* This report recomended* among other things^ 
that the Dopartnierit concentrate on e)(tending the program so 
that all schools heeding lunch progrlins Kould be participate 
ing within 5 years* PNS officials said that they concurred 
in this recomnendetion and that their goal was to bring SiOOO 
no^progran schoolsMnto th^ progran during the 1972*73 school 
year. ^ 

Regarding schooU which did not participete due to the 
lack of facilities^ FS$ officials expressed the view thet 
sufficient Federal resources were available to schools which 
really wanted lunch programs. Tliey said that in many ciises 
the lack of facilities could b« overcome by alternative fei^d* 
ing nethpds/ such as catered Iwiches prepared by other 
schools or by commercial outlets. They also stated that the 
prograJ^was sufficiently flexible to permit participation by 
schools requiring special food preparation. 

FNS officials pointed out that i since enactment of Pub* 
lie Law 91«248i Stete agenciei and JPN$ had concerned thea«- 
selves with implementing the free* and re duced*> price -lunch 
policy at schools already in the program and that therefore 
their efforts to extend the program to all schools had been^ 
limited. FKS officials also atat^^ that p although the scope 
of child nutrition programs had increased tremend^ in the 
past several years, adminisiratly^ staffs at the State agen- 
cies and at the FNS regional oiffices had remained relatively. 

COMCIUSIOHS 

The schools that did not offer their students any lunch 
programs had a number of reas.ons for this situation. 
Although some of the reasons Mere based on local preferengti 
or on special local conditions not susceptible to Federal 
persuasioHi other reasons cited» such as the lack of interest 
or the lack of facilities for preparing and serving food, 
evidenced prollems that could be resolved, To resolve these 
problems » FNS needs better data on the number of schools not 
participating in the program and their reasons* ' Such date 
would help FNS to determine what assistance or changes in 
administrative policies or legislation may be needed to enable 
the schools to participate. 



MWMffiHPATtOMS TO WE SECRETARY 



r«coan6nd that, to h^lp «chiev« the objective ol 
Biking nutritious lunches available to aU school children, 
the Adainlstrator, PNSi 

•*Make the studies necessary to obtain accurate inforna* 
tion on the nuaber and needs of schools not partici- 
pating in the progran and, if it is decided that the 
schools Should be participsting, determine whether 
changes in existing administrative policies or prac- 
tices Or in legislation are necessary, 

••Direct the FNS regional offices to work acre closely 
with the States in contacting nonparticipating 
schools and, where applicable, to contact nonpartici- 
pating schools directly, to convince them of the 
importance of providing nutritious titeals to their stu- 
dents and to adviso thea of the types of assistance 
available under the ychool lunch program. Such pro- 
motional efforts could be especially effective in 
encouraging the participation of those schools whose 
reasons for not participating may be other than the 
lack of local funds* 

AGBNCY COMMENTS 

The Department advised us by letter dated January 19, 
1973 (see app, HI)., that it generally agreed with our con- 
clusions and recojp;aendations and found them to be consistent 
with its experience in administering the program. 

The Department said that: 

--FNS was annually updating inventory data on no-program 
schools. 

--FNS personnel wer<!> developing the methodology and 
reporting forms to be used in the survey on ii^^met 
needs for equipment in schools eligible for ast^ist- 
ance. The results of the survey would be reported to 
the Congress, as required by section 6(e) of PuMic 
Law 92-433. 
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-AltHough coftftltted to teaching schools which offor no 
food services ind those which provide food services 
but whldi do nSt partldpftti In the Federal ptogrami 
PNS's prUary efforts were being directed toward the 
first type. 

iA hatloftwide drive involving State, regional and 
Washington personnel hid begun in August I97ai .the 
five PNS regions had adopted formal outreich plans i 
and PKS and State perionnel were holding meetings and 
workshops aiid inltlatlni laass aai lings to the nonpar- 
tlcipating school officials, In line with the cotwiit- 
nent to bring $,000 additional schools Into the 
progratt 1ft the 19?2-73 school year and to reach as 
Aany schools as possible within ) years. 

Concentrated efforts were being eaphasiaed In 11 
States where the nuabers of schools and students with- 
out food services in public and private schools were 
particularly high. Top priority had been assigned to 
establishing prograns in title I schools. \ 

-In softe cases fNS regional personnel were directly 
conducting the outreach effort to assist State agen- 
cies that did not have sufficient personnel. 

-•Each regional adainistrator sub»ltted a detailed 
ttonthly report showing thi9 status of new programs 
established and schools^ reasons for refusing to 
participate. 

-•As schools having no facilities for preparing and 
serving food were identified, they were being provided 
vlth a brochure Illustrating alternative methods of 
providing adequate school lunches, 



*Tltle 1 schools are schools receiving funds under titlV X of 
the Blejnentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 | 
{20 U.S»C. 241a) which authorlies Federal financial assist- 
ance for programs desl^aed to meet the special educational 
n^eds of educationally deprived children living In areas 
having high concentrations of children from low-income 
families. 
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beliive th# ictloni thtt FNS h«i ttker\ or planned 
•hould help it »ot# fully achieve the progrta objective of 
taking nutrltiouilunchei Available to all idieol children. 
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CHAPTBR 3 

PRQVIDIKQ mn OR RBDUCBO-PRICB LUNCHES 

TO ALL NEEDY SCHOOL CHUDREN 

In recent yetri the number of itu4ent$ eating free or 
reduced-price lunches hft$ increesed significantly^ tn 
April 1970> before the pajiage of Public lAy 91*24« which 
clarified responsibilities for providing such lunches, 
about $ aillion students, nationwide, were eating fre«i or 
reduced*prlci lunches* 

PNS statistic* showed that as of April 1972 the num- 
ber had increased to about 8.1 million students, about a 
60-percent increase in 2 years. Howeveri an FNS survey as 
Of March 1972 disclosed that about 9,6 nlllion needy stu- 
dents were attending participating schools* Therefore 
about 1.5 million still were not eating free pr reduced* 
price lunches. 

To determine why, we identified 183 needy students at 
20 of the 26 schools we visited during the 1971-72 school 
year who were not eating free or reduced-^price lunches and 
interviewed them or mettbers of their fainilies. The average 
daily attendance in the 20 schools was about 2i|O00 students, 
of whom about 5,300 were eating free or reduced-price lunches 
We were uhable to determine the percent of needy students 
eating lunches free or at reduced prices because valid in- 
formation on the total rttimber of needy students in these 
schools was not available! 

Of those 183 persons interviewed, 75 stated that they 
did not want to participate, or that they did not want the 
students to participate, for personal reasons^ such as pride 
and student preference not to eat the schpol lunches » 

The other 16$ persons interviewed stated that they 
wanted to eat I or Wanted the students to eat, the school 
lunches free or at reduced prices, but that, for various 
reasons, they were not participating, 

Ke found that certain adninistrative practices at soine 
of the schools we visited during the 1S71-72 school year 
did not coapiy with FNS regulations. OIG found similar 



prictieei In iti mUv Of the »attini$tr«tioA 6f th« fr«e- 
«nd re^ucfld-ptlceUunch poUcier in othit «ch6ol$ durinc 
the 1971*72 ichool yeat* 

Th0 reasons died by those who did not went to pertlci- 
pete end the idnlnlstratlve practices which affected per* 
tlclpatlon by needy students are discussed below. 

R EASOKS CITBD BY T HO SB KHQ 
m M WANT TO I ^AftTieiPAIf s 

Our interviews with thV7S persons who did not want 
to participate in the school lunch program or who did not 
want the students to participate indicated that their 
reasons generally were personal, Most of the reasons 
could be classified into two categories « (1) parent or 
student pride and (2) student preference not to eat, or 
student dislike of, the school lunches. Other reasons 
included.' 

—The parent preferred the student to eat lunch at 
hoffle because the parent could prepare a better lunch. 

—The student lived close to the school and could go 
home for lunch. 

. -f^The student was on a diet. 

The student needed special food for health reasons. 

—The student could not eat certain foods because of 
religious belief » 

Some persons we interviewed said that the students 
preferred the a la carte service available to them. With 
e la carte service^ a student can select a iunch frota a 
^variety of food items rather than be served a lunch meeting 
the Secretary's guidellnesi commonly known as a type A 
lunch. A number of nonneedy students also cited this pref- 
erence as their reason for not participating In the school 
lunch program. 

The following example shows the significance of this 
preference. 
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••m » nuiy fteconiir/ school i which hid convorted 
itt lunch prognni from « 1« c«rte tervice to « type 
A lunch during the 1970*71 school year i general 
participation fell froa an average SSO atudenta 
dally during the 1968-69 $chool year to about 630 
students daily in December 1971. The principal of 
this school told us that he considered this drop in 
participation remarkable becausoi imder a la carte 
servlcoi no free or reduced-price lunches had been 
served and that f.bout 75 percent of the students 
were eligible for free or reduced^prlce lunches 
under the type A lunch programi He said thati when 
the type A lunches were served, students had no 
choice of what they could eat and lost interest in 
the lunches* 
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ADMINlSmtlVB PRACTICES 

At 1$ dl the 20 schools where ve held out interviews 
during the 1971*72 school year» certain idininistratlve prac- 
tices did hot cottply with FKS regulations for free and 
reduced»price lunchesi At seven of these $chool9» these 
practices appeared to be related to soae of the reasons 
cited for nonparticipation by those interviewed^ Ke found 
sittilar practices at six other schools which we visited 
dur^lng the 1971*72 school year but at which we did not Inter" 
View students or members of their fanilies. 

The regulations require thati 

--A notice be distributed to all parents of children 
attending schools participating in the school lunch 
program to advise them about the free* and reduced* 
price-lunch progran. This notice Is to be acconpanied 
by an application form for free or reduced*price 
lunches. If eligibility standards change during the 
school year» the sane notification procedures are to 
be followed^ 

*- The food authorities of schools participating in the 
lunch program insure that students receiving free or 
reduced 'prlce lunches are not overtly Identified by 
the use of special tokens or tickets or by any other 
means. 

Required application forms for 

free and reduced*prlce lun'cKes' not sent 

Of. the 26 schools we visited during the 2971*72 school 
year, SO) had not sent application forms for free or 
reduced-price lunches at tne beginning of the school year to 



The eight schools not sending application forms at the 
beginning of the school year were Mayfair Elementary, Irwin 
Junior High, and Theodore Roosevelt High in Fresno, Call- 
fornia^ Peter H. Burnett Junior High and San Jose High in 
San Jose, California; Douglass Elementary in Kansas City, 
Kansas; and Harris Elementary and Northeastern High in 
Detroit, Michigan. 
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students^ familial and 7,(r) including 2 of the «• hid not 
sent epplicetion forms ifter eiitibility standitds changed 
during the ichool yeiti In one school diittlct a achool 
sent notlcea to the families about the school lunch program 
but I ccntrat/ to I^HS regulations and the ichool district 's 
approved free* and reduced-price* lunch policy, did not in- 
clude application iorns* Somo parents told us that they 
could not, or vould not, go to the school to complete the 
applications, As a result, their children were not eating 
the free or reduced»prlce lunches. 

Officials of this school district told us that the ap- 
plication forms had not been sent to the families because 
the officials considered it a waste of money to send forms 
to every home in the district. School officials in another 
district told us that they had not distributed applications 
to everyone because the district had not ^provided enough 
forms . 

m cowaentlfig on the practice of not sending applicar 
tlon forms to all familiesi district officials stated that 
corrective acti:)n had been or would be taken* 

Identity of students receiving 

free or re<ilucej''price lunches not protected 

In 20(O of the 26 schools we visited during the 
1J71-72 school year, procedures usei to account for the 



The seven schools not sending application forms after eligi- 
bility standards changed were Fltigerald Elementary, Harris 
Elementary, Hoore Elementary, Scripps Elementary, Condon 
Junior High, Spain Junior High, and >Jortheastern High in 
Detroit* 

She 20 schools were Irwin Junior High and Theodore Roosevelt 
High in Fresno; Washington Blementary, Peter H. Burnett 
Junior High, and San Jose High in San Joaej Douglass pie- 
mentary in Kansas City$ Horace Mann Elementary and East 
High in Wichitai Kansas; Fitzgerald Elementary, Harris 
Elementary, Moore Elementary^ Preston Elementary, Scripps 
Blementary^ Condoi> Junior High, Spain Junior High, and 
Northeastern High' in Detroit; Kelly Blementary, Poe Junior 
High, and lUiodes Junior High in San Antonio, Texas; and 
Lincoln Street Elementary in Texarkana, Texas. 
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nunbet oflree ind rdduced^prlc^ lunches served tesuited in 
the overt identification o| needy students* Ke were told in 
14 intetvlews that students did not Want to take the school 
lunches free or at reduced prices because of their teluc* 
tance to be Identlflejl as needy, Some of the procedures 
weret 

••Nonneedy students paid in the lunchrooa* but needy 
students were recognited and not charged by the 
cashier, used lunch tlcketSi or called out assigned 
numbers as they passed through the lunch lines, 

«*Nonneedy students paid at the teacher^s desk» while 
needy students remained seated, 

Local school and school district officials commented on 
the difficulty of protecting the anonymity of needy students. 
Some officials expressed a reluctance to devise a more 
sophisticated system to protect anonymity because of the 
time and expense involved* They also said that students 
discussed this matter among themselves and therefore knew 
who were receiving free lunches. 

The school districts advised us, however, that efforts 
had been or were being made to develop procedures that pro* 
tect the anonymity of needy students. 

OIG REVIEW OP IMPIEMEKTATIOM OF 
PREEr AND REDUCED-PRICB^LUNCH P'feOCRAM 

OIG issued a report in May 1972 on its review of the 
manner in which the free<* and reduced''pric6*<lunch program 
had been implemented during the ld71«72 school year by 
S FKS regional offices and by educational agencies and school 
districts in 13 States and the District of Columbia, OIG's 
report recognized the increase in the number of needy chil- 
dren benefiting from the school lunch program but noted that 
administrative weaknesses still existed that would impede 
further progress, 010 reported the following as the more 
significant weaknesses in the implementation of the free- 
and reduced-price-iunch program, 

«-*School district officials did not always comply with 
all the procedures agreed to in their approved free- 
and reduced-price-luncK policy statements. 



• •In niny in»t*nc«i| pviVUclty and Utdrature on free 
lunch«i ver^ not ptoiptly dlitrlMea to local news 
n«<lia» appllcatlohl {ot froo lunchet ward not 
promptly 4l»iatlnat04 to patant8» an4 approvals of 
free- lunch requosta vara not pronptly procassed by 
achool officials* 

V*th^ aftony«lty of students approvad for fraa and 
raducad-prica lunchas wa$ not protactad in 50, or 
about 40 pat:ant, of tha 13a school districts auditad. 
Soma nt^dy sv 4ants had to work for thair maals) soma 
wara raquitad tc usa a nadiuA of axchanga> such as a 
vouchor, which differad fro« that usad by paying 
studantss and soma had to use identification cai:d9 
which clearly indicated their status as frea-lunch* 
recipients « 

-•aacausa trained personnel were lacking and because 
other respbnsibilitios were enphasisedi FNS ragional 
office and State agency adAinistrative analyses and 
reviews of State agency and school operations^ re* 
spactivelyi were not of sufficient depth or scope to 
detorjaine the extent of, or reason for, significant 
progras shortcOAingSi , 

-^FNS estimates of the number of needy students were 
largely based on unsupportad data submitted by State 
agencies » 

OIC reconmended, among other things, that the Admin** 
strator, FNSs 

•-KeemphasiKe to FNS regional office and State agency 
personnel their specific areas of responsibility 
i under the program, including the necessary followup 
on implementation of policy statements and prompt 
corrective action on problem areas « 

--Strongly on^ourage schools to continue to publicixe 
the availability of free and reduced-price lunches, 
Effective followup should be required, especially in 
those schools where participation is below the esti- 
mated potential need. 
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-"•RdeAphASit^ that FNS t«gUhal office and State egenc/ 
reviewets need to concentrate on covering schools^ 
implementation oi, and aucceaa in complying vlth, 
free« and reduced-ptice^lunch policies. 

«*Assist the FNS regional offices, State aflenciesi and 
school officials to obtain sound statistics of each 
school ^s need to provide free and reduced-price 
lunches vithln its geographic aroAi 

**^Renev efforts to have schools develop systems that 
adequately protect the anonymity of students approved 
for free and reduced-price lunches* Acceptable 
methods should be publicized and followup should be 
effected to insure proper implementation* 

The FNS Administrator advised OIG by letted dated 
August 10> 1972, that FNS generally agreed with 01G*s 
findings and recommendations* He stated that the FNS 
regional offices and State agencies had been advised of 
the deficiencies noted by 010 and cif the action to be taVen 
to correct them* He stated also that ne intended to provide 
the necessary vigorous followup on the proposed corrections 
to insure improved performance at all levels in line vith 
the purposes of» and regulations fori child*feeding programs. 



FNS officials generally agreed with our observations 
and commented that: 

«"The information we obtained during our interviews was 
very interesting and worthwhile because this was the 
first effort they were aware of to obtain information 
and views on the program from prospective recipients* 

*«-7here was sufficient program flexibility to permit 
substitution of foods ti students did not like the 
food served* 

"'A distinction should le made between overtly identi* 
fying needy students ind protecting their anonymityi 

Since FNS and the school.^ could never completely pro- 
tect the anonymity of needy students » their main concern was 
to satisfy themselves that the procedures used by the 




ichoeli did pot reiult in evert id«ntlflc«tien. JhelT role 
was to Identify colUction pm«dure» u»«d by icnopii xw 

denti Ind to dl»i««ln»te thl» Inforaatlon to the St»t«i and 
other ithools. 

CONCLUSIOKS 

Although free or reduced'prlce lunches have been aide 
av4lUbl-e it an Increasing number of needy students, our 
findings, together with Olfl's findings, have shown several 
obstaclel to accomplishing the objective of reaching all 
needy school children. The principal obstacles arei 

--Schools' adoption of practices in adnlnUtering the 
free- and reduced-price- lunch policy that do not com- 
ply with FNS regulations. 

--Needy families' refusal to have their children accept 
the school lunches free or at reduced prices. 

--The Inadequate coverage by FNS regional office and 
State agency reviewers of the schools' ImplefflenUtlon 
of, and success In complying with, free- and reduced- 
prlce-lunch policies. 

We believe that OIG's reconmendatlons to FNS for Im- _ 
proving the Implementation of free- and "^""?,*P'*^f rj""^?^ 
Policies and the actions taken or planned by FNS »ho«ld 
overcome the obstacles discussed above j therefore we are not 
making any recommendations on this aspect of the program. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

In its comments the Department stated that the Increase 
In the number of free and reduced-price lunches served since 
the Hay 1970 law changed the requirements for such lunches 
was due to FNS's determined efforts and to 
of State agency and local school personnel. The Department 
pointed out that these efforts had been somewhat hampered 
and at times delayed because of the timing «f I'fJ'J^^^f . 
amendments and regulatory changes j th« lnco»« «""|- 

lines for the 1972-73 school year were published In May 197Z 
and guidance on updating and Implementing the free- and 
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reduc^doprice-'lunch policies it^s Issued in ald-'Jund to 
pernit all schools to have approved policy statenents at 
the beginning of the school year* 

The Department further stated that FNS was continuing 
to direct corrective action on the program deficiencies 
disclosed by 020 and by admin is tret ive reviews^ that FNS 
had reviewed all the State agency policies and the local 
school policies approved by the State agenciesi and that 
FNS had visited selected school districts and individual 
schools in all States to insure that the policies were im* 
plenented in line with FNS regulations and Federal law* 




83 



CHAPTER 4 
NEED TO OBTAIN EETTBR iKFQlWATION 
ON COST PER LUKCH 



To jnore effectively tdAlnlster the school lunch prograra, 
PNS n^eds accurate financial information on the program's 
operation. FKS especially lacked such inforfltation for the 
cost of lunches. An accurate per-lunch cost would help not 
only to insure that the Federal reimbursements do not exceed 
the actual cost5 of lunches, as is required by existing 
legislation, but also to determine the extent to which espe- 
cially needy schools are eligible for higher reimbursements 
allowed by the legislation. 

Before fiscal year 1971, the Federal reimbursement rate 
for free school lunches generally was considerably lower than 
the schools* cost of providing such lunches. 

With the fiscal year 1972 increase in the reimbursement 
rate for free lunches to 46 cents each--a rate which more nearly 
ajpproximated the cost of providing the lunches--FNS needed 
more precise information on each school's reimbursable costs 
if it was.t9 effectively administer the Federal reimbursement 
requiri^ehts. FNS, however, did not provide sufficient guidance 
to the schools on how to determine and report their costs. 
Schools were required to includo costs for food, labor, and 
"other" on their claims for reimbursement, but no criteria 
were provided to identify what cost elements should be in- 
cluded in these broad categories. 

Schools computed their costs In a variety of ways. Some 
schools included only the direct costs of food, labor, and 
supplies; others also included indirect costs* Some schools 
charged the costs of all food« labor, and supplies to the 
lunch program, although some of the costs were applicable 
to, and should have been charged to, other programs, such as ■ 
the breakfast, special milk, and a la carte lunch programs. 
One school district covered in our review had significantly 
overstated its costs because it had included certain'costf 
which pertained to the prior year's school lunch program. , 

Lunch costs reported by individual schools varied widely. 
For example, an FNS study as of December 1971 showed that the 




lyer«ge per-l«nch coit at private schools covered in the 
study ranged £rofl» la cents to 95 cents, An PNS official 
told us that, because many of the schools incurred costa of 
leis than 46 cents per lunch, FNS Jnlght be forced to seek 
refunds. These refundi could prove financially detrimental 
to wany schools, Por examplei the study showed that BS of 
93 schools in one FNS region had a per-lunch cost of less 
than 46 cents, including 50 which had an average per-lunch 
cost of less than 35 cents, 

The American School Pood Service Association cortpiled 
costs reported by school food service directors in 41 States 
as of March X972, These per-lunch costs ranged from 49 cents 
to 91 cents and averaged 63 cents, 

. FKS has taken steps to provide additional clarification 
and guidance as to what costs should be reimbursable. An 
accounting manual designed by a firm of certified public 
accountants under contract with FNS was tested in a number 
of school districts from September through December 1972. 
In Oecamber 19?2 FKS completed a survey of direct and in- 
dii^ct operating costs applicable to the program in several 
States, to determine the average cost of school lunches. FNS 
analysed 1971-72 school year lunch costs, to Identify any 
instances where reimbursements exceeded costs. 

These efforts did not significantly help schools compute 
per-lunch costs because FNS did not identify what costs were 
to be included in the computations. After we pointed out 
this lack, FNS officials Informed us that they recogniied 
the need to define allowable costs and that they were pre- 
paring a policy statement on the matter. 

A specific definition of allowable costs would enable 
FNS to determine whether the reimbursement rate is no greater 
than allowable costs but is sufficient to provide the incentive 
tor States ^^d schools to bring more needy students into the 
program, 

RECOMMENDATION TQ the SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE 

We recommend fhat the Administrator, FNS, in developing, 
the policy statement on per-lunch cost, specifically define 
the types of costs incurred by participating schools that are 
allowable for reimbursement. 
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AGBNCY COMMSNTS 

In Its coQunent} the Department stated that the policy 
atateaent being developed would specifically define allowable 
reimburseinent coats. The Department said that, although FNS 
had issued guidelines to its regional administrators for 
determining the cost of producing a type A lunch» the Methods 
varied dependingi in part, on the types of accounting systems 
used in the schools^ many systems did not permit definitive 
determinations of the per-lunch cost of providing a type A 
lunch* 

The Department further advised us that it anticipated 
that the new accounting handbooki which had been field testedi 
would uniformly define costs^-both for accounting and for 
determining levels of Federal reimbursement. 
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CHAPTER S 

SCOPE 6P REVIEW 

We made our review at the Department of Agriculture 
headquarters in Washington, D.C.i at the State educational 
agencies in California, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, 
and Texasj and at 13 selected school districts and 46 schools 
within those districts. (See app. Z.) 

We reviewed the administration of the School lunch pro- 
gram in Indiana and Kentucky primarily during the 1970-71 
school year and in California, Kansas, Michigan, and Texas 
during the 1D71-72 school year. Our review in Michigan was 
made primarily in Detroit to cover the program in a large 
northern Industrial urban area, 

• 

We reviewed the applicable legislation and the policies^ 
procedures, and program records of the Department, the six 
State educational agencies, and the selected school districts 
and schools. We also interviewed Federal, State, and local 
officials and obtained written comments from some school dis- 
trict officials. We reviewed selected reports Issued by DIG 
on Its reviews of the program. 

At 20 of the 26 schools we visited during the 1971-72 
school year, we identified lg3 needy students who were not 
participating and interviewed them or members of their 
families* 
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APPENDIX I 



STATE EDUCATIONAL ACBNCIBS, SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 
AND SCHOOLS VISITED DURING REVIEW 



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA? 

Fresno City Unified School District : 
Irwin Junior High 
Ma/fair Eleinentary 
Theodore Roosevelt High 

San Jose Unified School District: 
Peter Hi Burnett Junior High 
San Jose High 
Washington Elementary 

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OP PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, INDIANAPOLIS, 
INDIANA} 

Fort Wayne Community Schools: 
Hillcrest School 
Portage Junior High 
Francis M. Price School 
Willard Shatnbaugh School 

Indianapolis Public Schools: 
School 27 
School 74 
School 83 
School 21 

Richaond Community School Corporation: 
Boston School 

Hibberd Elementary and Junior High 
Highland School 
Test Junior High 

KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, TOPEKA, KANSAS? 

tfnifled School District No. SOO, Kansas City: 
Argentine High 
Douglass EUmentary 
Northeast Junior High 
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Unified School District Ho. 2S9| Hichltai 
Eist Hi^h 

Horace Hann Junior High 
Jefferson BleaenUry 

KENTUCKY DBPARTMBMT OP BDUCATIOK, PRAKKPORT, KENTUCKY^ 

Louisville Independent School District! 
BUtabeth Breckinridge Bleftentary 
Cochran Blenentary 
Parkland Junior High 

Owensboro Independent School District i 
Bstes Junior High 
Lincoln Elementary 

Perry County School Districts 
D.C. Conb^ Menorlal High 
Leatherwood Consolidated 
M.C. Napier High 

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION» LAN$IN6» MICHIGAN: 

School District of the City of Detroit; 
Condon Junior High 
Fitzgerald Elementary 
Harris Elementary 
Moore Elementary 
Northeastern High 
Preston Elementary 
Scripps Elementary 
Spain Junior High 

TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY^ AUSTIN, TEXAS; 

San Antonio Independibnt School District; 
Kelly Field Elementary 
Poe Junior High 
Rhodes Junior High 

Texarkana Independent School District; 
Lincoln Street Elementary 
Pine Street Junior High 
Texas High 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AORICUUURE 
rOOD AND NUTRITION 6CRVICE 
WAIHINOTON. 0,0. lO&M 



A08liUAi Dir#ot^ 
JlatOMr^M «&i Eoonooio 
DiTiloiiwrit Cdvliioii 
Uhlua $UUi 0«n«ril Aoooonilng Offioi 

D«*r Mr. Vpodis 

f« i<r«e 10 cmril «ith the ooooluaim and rtoomtodatioM oooUintd 
ia ih* drart of your R«^>ri to th« Coo^aa Prograaa ana Probl«u 
in AcMavinc ObJadUvta of iba 5o^l Iwob ?roEr«a» We flttd thaa to 
ba oonaiatant witli our om axparlano* and f l&linga in tha adAinlatratiOQ 
of tha progrui, 

It ia fait tut our ooManta aa inoludad In tfai draft raport aoourataly 
raflaot our poaition at tha ii»a of iti^ vorkiniuraTlav «aatiitf with your 
raprtaantativaa and 9* «iah to fumiah tha follotlng ooaaenta ooncamlng 
aubaaquant prograK davalopaaata. 

With rtgard to tha *^prograa** aoboola va baliaYa that a diatlAoiico 
ttUit ba nada batitan aohoola vhioh off ar no food aarvioa at all and thoaa 
which provida a food aarvioa, hut do not partioipata in tha Fadaral pro- 
gratt, FHS la apaoifioally ocMiittad to raaohing both oatagoriaa of 
•^prograi^ aohoola in ita outraaoh afforta with primary afforta toward 
tha foraar aateiory, «» ara oomittad to an annual updata of invantory 
data on no»pro(ratt aohoola and ara ourrantly tabulatiiwt tha raaulta of 
tha Ootobar 1972 aurtay froa whioh final daU will ba arailabla ahos^tly, 

A thraa-way ai«ultanaoua nationwlda driva, involving a oonoantratad Joint 
affort by Ragiooal,- State and faahingtou FNS peraoonal, to raa^h ncKprogran 
aehoola waa launohad in Auguat 1972» Formal outraaoh action plana have 
bean adopted in aaoh of tha fiva ragiona and and state paraoimal ara 
coQdU'sting aaatinga and vorkahppa and initiating «aaa nailinga to tha 
nonpairtioipating aohool offioialai in line with our coadtaant to bring 
$^000 additional aohoola into tha rrograa in WM} and to raaoh aa »any 
aa poaaible within three yeara. Coneantrated outraaeh afforta are being 
ar4>baaited in elavan aeleotad Statea where nunbera of aohoola and ohildren 
t/ithdut food aervioe in publio and private aohoola a^a partioularly high, 
and top priority haa been aaaigned to aatabliehing prograna in Title ! 
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«oioooi6i In aoRVG casee rN$ regional v^raonncl ere asaiating those ^tate 
A^enoias that do not have auffioicnt poraonnal by directly coniuotlntj ti» 
outreach effort within those States. The Regional Adminlstratora forward 
a detailed monthly progresa report to the Director of the A^fency's Child 
Nutrition Pi vision on the status of new progreAs eatabllaned as well a^i 
the status of schools refusing: to participate and reasons for the refusal, 

In lina with our coffwients on the lack of facilities and equipment, t};e 
agency has made available a brochure that illustrates various toetliods o^ 
providing an adequate school lunch to children enrolled in >-ohooU without 
In-house preparation and serving fecilities. This brochure is being 
forwarded to appropriate nonpar tlcipants as they are identified, fiscal 
procedures have been instituted for the reservation and apportionroent of 
50 per centum of the appropriated nonfood assistance funds to asi?lst 
needy schools without a food service as required by the recent amendment 
of Section 5 of the ChiU Nutrition Act. Also, agency personnel are 
deeply involved with developing the methodology and reporting fortns for 
the survey arwng the States and school districts on unmet needs for 
equipment in schools eligible for aesistaj^co* The results of the survey, 
to be conducted this spring, will be reported to the Congress as required 
by Section 6(e) of Public Uw 92-433. 

Since the major changes in the free and red iced piice meal requireiaents 
were enacted into law in May 1970 the dally Sfcrvice of free and reduced 
price lunches has been increaeed from 3.1 million in FY 1969 to 8.3 
jnlllion in November 1972 through the agency's determined efforts with the 
cooperative, intensive actions of the State Agency and local school food 
authority personnel. The efforts have been somewhat hainpered and at 
times delayed due to the timing of legislative amendments directly 
affecting the pro^jram and the promulgation of regulatory changes* The 
Secretary's income poverty guidelines applicable to the current school 
year were published in May, and guidance on the updating and implementation 
of the free a/id reduced price policies was issued in mi6^<S\in^ to permit all 
schools to have effective, approved^ policy statements at the beginning of 
the academic year. The Agency is continuing its determined efforts to 
direct general and specific corrective action on the program deficiencies 
disclosed in Uie 010 audit report, as well as those disclosed in our 
administrative on-site visits and reviews. V^e have also issued guidance 
on the policy changes required by enactment of Public t^w 9Z^03, We have 
closely reviewed ell of the State Agency policies, ani as pert of this 
year's administrative analyses, FNS personnel have reviewed the local 
solTOol food authorities' policies as approved in the* State Agency offices • 
Also, on-site visits have been made to selected school districts and to 
individual schools in all States for a first hand review of local admirv- 
istration of the policies, axid to assure that they ore implemented in line 
with the Department's regulations and Federal law. 
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Conitrnini th* adequaoy of p«r-oeel lunoh ce»t data, In aJdiUen to th« 
polUy jtotfKent ourrantly Ulng developed whloh will apeolfically define 
e lowblo reimbursement costs, the agenoy l.aved juidellnea en Jufie « to 
, Reaion*!. Administrators for determining the cost of producing a Type A 

u-«d"l)t^h, Ifh^L?:^'^*"^' the ty^Tof aSfountlSg 

^^t """y •y^tems evmrently followed do not 

PMBit definitive deterninations on the per-lunoh dost of providing a 
S2v ''Jm^I^L ^"J^^*"*i,*? ""«iP«te tiot the new aoeountlng hand. 
^LS fn^^wt!*"*"' win achieve • unlfora definition 

?Jde«l';;SbSse«n1."''""'^ d^f mining level, of 

Wth consideration of these additional conroente we feel that your report 
realistically eufflmariees the current sutue of the program. 



Slnc*ely, 



Edwi 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OP AGRICULTURE 
RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTRATION OF ACTIVITIES 
DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

_ Tenure of office 



From To 



SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: 

Present 

Clifford M. Hardin Jan. 1969 Nov. 1971 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY, MARKETING 
AND CONSUMER SERVICES: 

Clayton Veutter Jan. 1973 Present 

Richard E. Lyng Mar. 1969 Jan. 1973 

ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRI- 
TION SERVICE: 

Edward J. Hekman Sept. 1969 Present 
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With respect to the service of free and reduced-priced meals. OAO 
contended that a number of local school districts were discrimmating 
against studenU who were eligible for these meals by identifying them 
as eligible recipients, which practice » is contrary to the law. OlC what 
changes is the Department conten\plating in the administration of 
the program in light of this finding of GAO? 

Dr. Yeutter. I think I should refer that one to Mr. Rorex or 
Mr, Hekman since thev are more directly involved. 

Mr* Rorex. Mr. Chairman, the report you referred to by OAO 
actually arrived in the Department late Monday afternoon. You 
correctly quoted their findings. Their finding was back during the 
early days of the implementation of the mandated free and reduced- 
price lunch requirements under the Secretary's poverty guidelines. 
We did have difficulty getting the paperwork done and, getting full 
cooperation across the country in the Implementation of those policies. 

We feel that currently the number of children receiving iree and 
reduced-price lunches demonstrates that the local and State author- 
ities are doing a much better job. 

Chairman Pebkins* You feel presently that they are not identifying 
them at the local level? You feel, your directives and regulations are 
comnlylng with the law and this situation is not taking place in the 

Mr. Rorex. We feel the information and advice from counsel 
released from the Department in the form of regulations and Instruc- 
tions and the foUowtnrough on the part of the States has been uni- 
versally improved since the initial year under the mandated guidelines 
for free and reduced-price lunches. It is true we are having a difficult 
time of developing a system that will protect the anonymity of the 
free lunch children as they go through the cafeteria but protecting 
the anonymity of the child is certainly different than overt discrim- 
ination against that child by calling names, using si)ecial tags, special 
lines, and special hours. But local school authorities and the State 
staffs are working diligently to improve this performance. 

Chairman Perkins. Tho GAO report has also found that the 
regional 9ffice-s of your Department are not doing an adequate job of 
encouraging the 24,000 schools in the country which are not participat- 
ingin the school lunch program to begin such participation. 

Do you agree with that finding, and if it is true, how are you going 
to correct itr 

Mr. Rorex. I would agree at the time of the audit, Mr. Chairman, 
that the regional offices were having the same problems of getting 
cranked up and getting organized and folloNvnng through with the 
private schools that they administer directly in those States where 
the State departments of education are prohibited from daaling vnth 
nonpublic schools. But here again the regional offices and the States 
are OK since the audit was conducted 

Chairman Perkins. You contend that you have made progress in 
connection with the questions I have propounded since this audit was 
taken? 

Mr. Rorex. Yes, I would contend we have made considerable 
progress. 

Chairman Perkins. And you contend now that these situations are 
not the case at all, that if GAO went back, they would not find these 
situations. Is that correct? 
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Mr. RoBBx. I would contend we have made considerable progress 
but ihero aro some soft spots. We have enlisted the aid of other agencies 
in the Nation to help us interest local school authorities in maldng 
an affirmative desision to get into the school lunch program. 

Chairman Pbrkins. Bui are you working on those soft spots now? 

Mr. RoRfcx. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Perkins. One further question. A major reason found by 
GAO for schools not participating in the school lunoh program v/as the 
lack of adeauate equipment and facilities. Yet the report found State 
officials making grants f^'om the available equipment funds on the 
first-come, first-served basis \vithout any real analysis of the appli- 
cant schools^ need for such funds. What is the Department going to 
do to improve this situation? 

Mr. RoBEx. We aw going to continue our efforts to enlist the sup- 
port and cooperation of the State departments aud the regional offices 
to clearly identify the needs of the schools and this is very much in- 
volved in the equipment survey that is currently underway about 
which we made the preliminary report to the Congress on June 30. 
As we complete this survey, we Nvill be documenting more specif- 
ically the needs for equipment and the degree of need as between 
school districts for that equipment and we Nvill have better working 
information. 

Chairman Perkins. You have been reading in the papers con- 
siderably the lest couple of days about the feed grains; tnat there is 
going to be a good supply produced this coming fall and summer when 
they are harvested. 

Now, earlier this year the Congress enacted a special law providing 
for the distribution of cash payments to States for the purchese o1 
commodities for the school lunch program. 

Since the Department was unable, due to market conditions, to 
purchase the commodities nationally, H.R. 4974 would make that 
provision part of the permanent law. Do you anticipate a short fall 
m the purchase of commodities again during the next year? 

Mr. KOREX. I believe I had better turn that question over to Dr. 
Yeutter. 

Dr. Yeuwer. The answer to that, Mr. Chairman, is unless the 
changes, the amendments to the farm bill do become law, as I out- 
lined in my earlier testimony, there definitely will be a shortfall. 

Chairman Perkins, Whether or not the amendments become law, 
the planting soason is over and we are now in the harve^ing season 
combining feed grains. 

Dr. Yeutter. If the amendments become law, there will be no 
shortfall. 

Chairman Perkins. Why do you say there will be no shortfall if the 
amendments become law? 

Dr. Yeutter. Because the amendments are written in such a way 
to permit us to purchase whatever is necessary for these particular 
programs. 

Cnairman Perkins. But you are not considering the costs here, are 
you? 

Dr. Yeutter. No, but v/e feel we can purchase the commodivies 
more economically than can the individual local school district. 
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Chairman Perkins. I feel you can likewise purchase the commodi- 
ties more economically, but 1 cannot see when there is going to be a 
short supply. Down mv way we have ono of the largest railway yards in 
the whole country at Russell, In northeastern Kentucky, and they have 
converted the coal cars by the hundreds with canvas over them. In 
fact, they had some wrecks down there the other day at Kauova, W.Va. 
The wheat and barley were thrown in every direction beside the rail- 
way tracks and they were trvlng to get people to purchase it for nearly 
nothmg. But, it iust shows that thisieea grain is in such great demand. 
I know that ijn Ohio and the Midwest, because of wet weather, there 
are hundreds of thousands of acres that were not planted this year, 
especially com land. 

With that situation existing and with all the difficulty you are going 
to experience in purchasing commodities, I cannot see now you can 
aflford to oppose a 10-cent reimbursement rate in this legislation. 

Dr* Yeuttbr. With respect to the commodity issue particularly, 
I signed yesterday a crop report which was the long-awaited July 10 
estimate of crops for this year and it was very optimistic, thank good- 
ness. We are all delighted with that. 

Chairman Perkins. What crops did that include? 

Dr. Ybuttbr. It included virtually every crop, including corn. The 
estimate on com was, projecting yields based upon 94 bushels per 
acre, 6.9 million bushels which was considerably higher than most 
people exoected. Soy bean acreage is up 21 percent which is also con- 
siderably higher than most people expected. 

Chairman Perkins. But with all your bins empty in the country, 
even if you do have that bumper crop, you do not see the price coming 
down next year anywhere along the line, do you? 

Dr. Yectter. There is nothing in this farm bill to bring the price 
down. I do believe that the market price levels will drop substantially 
when we reach the harvest season this fall, because we are now ex- 
periencing extremely high prices because of the supply situation being 
very short with the old crop supplies. 

Chairman Perkins. Ancf the demand for overseafi is just as great 
as ever.^ I do not see how you can tell us with the increased cost of 
everything— farm machinery, increased labor, everything that the 
farmer has to buy— that this crop next year is going to be cheaper. 

Dr. Yeuiter. Wdl, now, a few months down the road, Mr. Chau*- 
man. I am a faraier, myself and even though by having the commodity 
exchange authority under my jurisdiction I cannot enter the futures 
market. If I could, 1 would Be selling futures. 

Chahman Fsrkcns. If the Congress provides for this 10 cent 
reimbursement rate to the local education agencies per child served, 
you would certainly not suggest a veto, would you? 

Dr. Yeutter. Well, Mv. Chairman, I have not considered that 
issue but I do feel that n 10 cent reimbursement rate is not justified. 

Chairman Perkins. I J'fjftny feel it should be 12 cents. 

Dr. Yeutter. I vrould like to see State governments pick up a little 
greater share of tho additional financial burden. 

Cheirman Perkins. Thatis right. ^Ml the governments. In reviewing 
the statistics on the rate of participation, 1 notice there has been a 
decline in the number of naying students. Do you believe that this 
decline indicates that miJale-class students are being forced out of the 
school lunch program because the local administrators have to increase 
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the price of lunches in order to meet their expenses? I am still dwelling 
on tnis reimbursement rate. 

. pr* YBifTTBR. That is a very complex question and there are many 
different points of view on that. I would like Mr. Hekman to comment, 
mcp he ba3 been at this business many more years than I have. 

Mr. Hbkmai^. We are very conscious, Mr. Chairman, of the problem. 
We hatre a special program looking into participation especially in high 
schools and as Secretary Yeutter indicated, there wre a great many 
reasons for this. But one of the principal reasons is frankly, a transfer 
from the paying to the free-based on the very substantially bcreased 
eligibility that has been written lato the law. In other words. 26 percent 
above the poverty level for thM free and an additional 60 for reduced 
price. So that has been the problem. There has been, our figures shew, 
an increase in total participation so what we are really seeing to a very 
large extent is a switch. 

Chairman Perkins. Now? it is my understanding that your Depart- 
ment has been conducting a study to analyze the difference in food 
service between schools with high rates of particlpatloh— over 90 
percent of the students participating— and schools with low rates of 
participation— under 10 percent of the students participating. 

In other words, what factors are present in schools with high partic- 
ipation, and what are the preliminary conclusions which you have 
drawn from that data, and when do you plan to release the study? 

Mr, RoRCx. It is correct, Mr. Chainnan, that we have conducted 
this study over the past year. We will be releasing the report toward 
the end of this month. We are working on it right now. The basic 
findings of the report that leads to high participation outstandingly 
come down to these factors. One, you have quality food. In other 
words, good food service in the school. No. 2, you will have a dedicated 
and interested school staff that arranges for good scheduling time and 
eating lunch is a pleasant affair. 

Conversely; on the other side, the low participation^ it comes out 
that fficilities and schedules and discipline and tne socializing in the 
lunchroom are factors that definitely nave an effect on the program. 
We believe that by trying some of the ideas that are successful in 
the high participation schools, with the help of State and local leader- 
ship, that we can turn around many of these situations. But one of 
the most difficult things that we have is the crowded conditions in 
many of these schools where children do not have time, absolutely 
do not have time in the schedule to stop and have a luncn. Thay eat 
on the run in many, many instances. 

Mr. BelIt. Wottldn't aiBuence of the school have somethiniz tc do 
with ft? 

Dr. Yeutter. Very little actually. Our studies show affluence is 
not a factor that leads to low participation or high participation. 

Chairman PERxms. One concluding question. I take it from your 
testimony, Doctor, that you support parts of II. K. 4974 and oppose 
other parts of H.R. 4974. 
^ Dr. Yeutter. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Perkins. Thank you very much, 

Mr. Quie? 

Mr. v;uiE. No questions. 
Chairman Perkins. Mr. Bell? 



Mr Belu Mr, Yeutter, we moved from 6 cents to 8 cents in 
school lunch programs last year. 
Dr. Ynvtrm. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BcLt. What is fi^oing to be the cost to move from 8 cents to 
!0 cents or 12 cents as the chairman suggested but 10 cents prelferably. 

Dr. YEtJTTfiii. The change was from 6 to 8 last year actually. 
It was 5 to 6 the year before, 

Mr. Bull. How much was that, 6 to 8. Do you have figures on 
that? 

Dr. Yeutter. Jerry Boling has figures on that. 

Mr. BoLiNO. The mcrease would cost around $80 to $90 million. 

Mr. Bell. Repeat that. 

Mr. BoLiNo. An increase of 2 cents would coot between $80 million 
and $90 million. 

Mr. Bell. That would be the same or more this year, would it not? 
Mr. BoLiNO. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bell. You are guessing about $100 million? 

Dr. YEUn'BR. About $90 million, on the high side. That assumes 
some projections in participation. But participation will not change 
simiflcantly probably. 

Mr. Bell. I was rather interested in your comments about afflu- 
ence; about affluence of a school area would not influence the amount 
of lunches or meals consumed. 

I would thiiJc that the children in the rather well-to-do areas would 
not participate so much as the children in the poverty areas. I do not 
understand why that would not be a factor. 

Dr. Yeutter. I have not seen the preliminary conclusions from 
that, Mr. Bell, but that wov>ld not surprise me too much from my own 
observations of school systems. So many other factors become in- 
volved. The ethnic background of the people and the distances from 
schools and scheduling; thinj^s that were brought out by Mr. Rorex, 
and life style of the community. There are so many factors, life style 
of the kids in that community and so on. 

Chairman Perkins. Mr. Lehman. 

Mr. Lehmak. My own experience as a school board member indi- 
cates we have the most bnilt-in self-destructive school lunch program 
that I have ever seen. If you do not get help from the Federal Govern- 
ment, the onlv way ^rou are going to make it is to raise prices for those 
who buy lunches wliich runs them out of the prt/gram. This leads to a 
self -destructive process. Unless you get help from the Federal Goyern- 
men t, you will end up without a school luncn program. As far as raising 
it from 8 to 10 cents--the average cost of scnpol lunches b 55 cents; 
if you give 2 cents support, that is a percent increase which does not 
even come close to covering the cost oi the increases in handling of the 
school lunch programs. 

Also, I know you folks got a letter on Majf 31 from this committee, 
asking you submit reports ahead of time to this committee in order that 
we may study them and that you sum up your statement. For the 
life of me— we have a tight schedule and I cannot see why the assistant 
secretary of the Department of Agriculture has to read a 10-page 
report when we could have gotten it ahead of time. 

1 think that is an imposition on this committee when you do things 
like that. 

Dr. Yeutter. I would be glad to summarize any time. 1 would 
have prefeiTed to summarize rather than read. I reacl only because I 
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felt that you would wish it done that way. In the future, if it be the 
cbairman^s wishes, I would be glad to summarize. With respect to 
copies, they should have been available to you early yesterday, Mr, 
Lenhian. 

Mr. Lehman. I think it is important that we bring this issue to the 
people who come down here from the Federal agencies. 
D|. Yeutter. Next time we vn\l sumrawrize. 
Chairman Perkins. Mr. Peyser. 

Mr. PEYSEii. Mr. Secretary, I am delighted to have you here this 
early in the morning. I am only going to ask one question which Is in a 
shghtlv different area but is related to this whole question of nutrition 
for chfldren. 

I have Introduced legislation, H.R. 8691, which would establish 
a consumer's nutritional education program. In the original setup 
of my bill, I had been thinking of having HEW administer this 
program. 

One of the programs we have found in my district in the urban 
areas of New York City is the people's lack of knowledge of how t-^ 
shop. The problem which is particularly evident in low-income areas, 
IS that shoppers don't know what is of nutritional value and how they 
can get the most for their money. 

One of the suggestions I have been considering is to make my 
program part of the chairman's bill^ H.R. 4974. Do you have any 
comments on either the value of this type of program or how you 
think it could be handled by the Agriculture Department? 

Dr. Yeutter. Thei*e is no question but what that program could 
have a good deal of value. It is something the Government needs to 
be doing because the concerns you enunciate in the bill are evident 
in all our feeding programs. Much more so in the family feeding 
programs than in the scnool feeding programs. 

'The one question I ivould like to raise would be one of germaneness 
which would be one you would want to consider. Because this goes 
much beyond education for schoolchildren, We are really talking about 
educating all consumers or all families. So, perhaps it should not be 
in schooMunch legislation. 

Mr. Peyser. No you feel that the Agriculture Department at this 
point in time has the wherewithal and the background to effectively 
implement this type of a program if it were part of this legislation? 

Dr^ Yeutteh. I think it is really, Mr. Peyser, probably both for 
HEW and Agriculture. There are some areas which HEW should 
certainly carry some responsibilitv for. The traditional educational 
functions are reallv not an agricultural function. They are an HEW 
function. But the functions of consumer information and communica- 
tions with consumer groups particularly with respect to programs we 
have under oxxr jurisdiction are functions clearly within Agriculture's 
domain and in which we have substantial interest. 

Mr. Peyser. We have found in dealing with the Agriculture 
Department in the p^^t months that there are several programs and 
booklets that you have availaMe in this area that do not get to the 

?ublic, however, oven getting them to the public is not enoush. 
/here has to be some way of expanding on these booklets and explain- 
ing what is involved. My feeling is that we could be doing the public 
a real service that answers this great need. I have found that so 
many people are spending so much more money than they have to 
get decent diets — and I do not mean some concocted diet that is 
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terrible but a really jgood dietr-If consumers iust knew what they 
were doing they would eat better for less money. Thib is the thrust 
V ^® suggesting in the program. 

I*^- Yeuttbr. As I indicated earlier, Mr, Peyser, we are about 
to add to the staff at USDA a special assistant to the Secretary for 
t^^^sumer Affairs which is a position I think has long been needed, 

This particular position can be very helpful in this regard in working 
across all the agency boundaries within USDA on this type of function. 

Chairman Perkins, Mr, Quie. 

Mr. Quie. Thank you. 

Welcome to our committee. I wish I could have been here eariier 
but I had to attend another meeting, I appreciate your testimony 
And I want to commend you on your belief that control of competitive 
foods IS truly a matter of state and local action. 

I am glad you have some faith in people in State and local school 
dislncts. I think there is a great deal more competence among them 
than some people want to give them credit for. 

Dr. YBurrHR. I have a great deal of faith in them and I believe 
that they should pick up part of the tab for these programs. 
, Mr. Quie. I agree with that, too. It Is peculiar to think the Federal 
Government has to pick up the costs of the food for affluent individ- 
uals of this country. I agree with you that we ought to be helping 
those who should have free- or reduced-cost lunches because of their 
income. What percentage of those who should be receiving free- or 
reduced-cost lunches are we no v providing for in the country? 

Mr. BoLiNG. Studies recently show we are reaching about 86 
percent.^ 

(The information referred to follows:] 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICC 
ESTI MATES OF NEEDY CHILDREN IN NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROORAM SCHOOLS EllGf 8LC FOR AND REACHED 

w:th mt Oft reduced price lunches, march \m 

Number of Number of Pirtentof 
D..tA.i chlldfM Mm •lliibiA 

^Hmti\(t SUti ellfibr, niched rmhid 

Northlist: ' 
CwrtKtlcu! 71, UO M.596 78. | 

Dlitrtel of Coliimbti 70.265 62 662 

K«inf-i 49 477 iA 527 

K«nfF»njf. 16a 002 152 362 5o ? 

Miu^uMHS 180,000 171. pfl «.| 

Niwlfamp^lri 37, |u 15, [e? lit 

H«wt»f«y 225 16} 124 268 55. J 

SiwVofI*.. 740, 005 691.200 M.4 

ftf^OsyjviiMi i81,m 229 llf5 fl.S 

fh<ii§\ftn6 u,m »77i il.f 

Vermont 17 776 u 7« fi j 

Itegtonil tolil 2.045.599 I.727.356 M. 4 

Swjtheirt: i . 

Aiibimi 1.... 320,534 291,35} 90. 0 

fc::::::::::::: :::::::::::::-^ M m 

KMlacky J fl2.666 202 171 

Mississippi. 1 310.207 277.m 

North Ciro<lni i 420.700 399.286 

Pu e rto Rico 7 98. 600 399 330 

South Cero<lni 274 060 264 441 

Tfon^m 250.876 238 736 K\ 

Hrinll..... 275.262 245.651 69.: 

Virtin islintfs 25,940 21.999 62.: 

Reglonel total 3,647.529 3.050^772 13. S 

o " — — " 
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DCWRTMCNT Of AGRICUITURC rOOO AHO NOTRJTION S£RVICI--<«ft«nu#d 

CSTiMATCS Of N«OV CHItOWM fH fiATlONAl SCHOOl lUNCH WOORAH SCHOOLS Umit FOR AND RtAC«£0 
WITH FRtC OR RCDUCCO mct mm$, MARCH l97l-C4ntMu«4 



NumUrot Nuffl^*ref PctteMol 

<Wrt^> «Wldfift ttlglbU 

RutQnimlstMt cil|ib(i rmh*<l mcDitf 

fc::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-^ ?g;Sjf ft;! 

gte::::::::::::::::::::::::^ fei J| | 

teT:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::^ p: 

N«bmKi MMi 37 17* 56$ 

North DiM» mil M 

Ohio,.... 367,5» miu M.« 

SoulhOlkoU 34,633 H 18S 75.6 

Wistewlo 103,706 n.m ^.6 

R«|lonal toUl 1,768.U6 ' 1,521,536 86.1 

Sogthwisl: 

f'^M" ^ 161,349 146,700 

golofido 87,290 61,880 70.9 

Kinm 62.136 52, Ml 84,7 



IWlflinl 42^678 396,098 93.5 

NiwMaxIco 1U,464 95,63$ 84.3 

Okl»homi 139.304 111,287 79.9 

t«i$ mM 644, <U 91.8 



RHloniUotil 1,689,316 1,608.656 89.3 



AlisKi 17.354 U.882 85.8 

Arhm Ul,350 68,848 62.4 

Cilifofnd 839.927 683,975 81.4 

Guam 5,115 4,760 93.1 

HiwaJi 26.005 19.681 75.7 

IdJhO 25,462 19.042 74.8 

MonUnt 22,978 16,195 70.5 

Nmda 11,805 9,0*8 76.6 

OrflO(> 87.274 54,174 62.1 

Sinwi, Am«rlMft. . 8, 640 7. 956 92. 1 

Utah 32.486 25,440 78.3 

WasMnglon 113, U5 91.459 80 J 

Wyomlni 10,200 7,634 74.8 

R«Sional XM UU,721 ),02i,094 7M 



CfafldtoUl S0,462.311 8.831,414 84.4 



Mr. QuiB. That is a commendable job. 

I think that is the area we ought to be assisting and not increasing, 
the amount of money for the affluent because they certainly can 
afford to pay for their lunches. Often it makes me wonder why it is 
that kids from affluent families do not like to eat the school lunch but 
would sooner brownbag it themselves. If the schools are close to their 
home and they have a long enough noon hour, some go home and eat 
lunch which is preferable to alh They get a little loving care at home. 

Dr. YEUTTEa. I agree. 

In terms of national priorities, using Federal funds for affluent 
schoolchildren, certainly cannot rate very high on that list, par- 
ticularly when inflation is such a severe problem in this country and 
we are attempting to cope with inflation to at least some degree bv 
controlling Federal spending, to expend dollars on affluent school- 
children does not make good sense in my judgment. 

Mr. QuiE. I also noted that I believe the Council on Exceptional 
Children indicated the Federal Government funds are about l}4 
percent of the cost of special education in this Nation, 
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We are only funding 1}^ percent of special education and 60 percent 
01 (he handicapped receive no special education. I v/ould put that at a 
higher priority than increasing Federal money to affluent families so 
that we can feed their kids. 

Dr, YBurrEB. I certainly would, too. Even in terms of just feeding 
programs, we need to look at priorities of Federal dollars going into 
these kinds of i>rograms versus Federal funds going into needy family 
programs and into programs for lactating women and babies of less 
than 1 year of ago and so on which in terms of nutritional impact on a 
child for a lifetime that fomes out to be a very high priority. We 
have ve^ little money going into that kind of program. 

Mr. QuiE. As far as nutrition education is concerned, I am struck by 
the interest that local schools put into consumer education, especially 
the home economics courses. A large number of future mothers and 
homemakers have really excellent training in homemaking and the 
use of the newest equipment as far as kitchens are concerned. The 
schools probably ^et the eouipment from the appliance companies be- 
cause they figure it is good advertising. If people cet used to using a 
new refrigerator in school, they may demand it of tneir husbaad when 
they get married* That nelps a little in the cost, but the Federal 
Govenmient expends a sizable amount cf money in home economics 
which is earnjarked for that puri>ose as well. I think we ou^ht to take 
what HEW is doing into consideration in providing this type of 
education. 

Dr. Ykutter. Nutrition education is a subject that is of great 
appeal to everyone. It is a little like rural development. Everyone 
is for rural development and no one knows how to carry it out. 

Nutrition education falls in the same category. Everyone thinks it 
is a good idea but no one knows what to do or now should they do it. 
That is one of our concerns in the discussion of nutrition education 
in this bill. It seems to me the Congress and the administration 
need to focus on this situation and after a very careful evaluation 
determine what ought to be done in nutrition education. It is doubtful 
we are ready to make that determination now. Once it is determined 
what needs to be done in nutrition education, then the question 
becomes who should do it. 

It seems to me that State and local education agencies can and 
should play a major role in this. 

Mr. QuiE. The chairman may have raised this before I camejn. 
We passed a 1-yeav bill which provided that if you do not secure the 
commodities you substitute cash payments. You did make cash 
ayments. What would you prefer now that you could do the plannmg 
efore the school year begins, to buy the commodities on the market 
at the level you had in previous years or to make the cash payment 
as you did. 

t)r, Yeutteh. Mr. Quie, we would rather buy the commodities 
on the market. We did discuss this briefly. I indicated that this 
particular t lending legislation to increase our purchasing authority 
was pending in the farm bill and that you would Jprobably be involved 
in the discussions on that subject today in the House. 

Clearly we would prefer to purchase the commodities because 
that permits the retention of a surplus removal jjrojgram. Even 
thougn that is not a necessity at this point in time, it is something 
it seems to me which is imperative we preserve if we move down the 
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K^^^fi^k^k T agricultural surpluses again and 

^X]^ behoove us to have this program available to deal ^th that. 
Kii^^i^ ^I'^f P^fchwe commodities at a lower cost than would 
«♦ 1^ K ♦7"'* ^^^^ ^^"^^ « Sti't^ ''nd local educational agency. 
ILii <5»ifl for the taxpayers as a whole that we do it. We Ire al 
^cal, State, and Federaf taxpayers. If, by using Federal funds, we can 
Ji^L^PT^^'^y purchases and save taxpayers' money by doing 
'.Jt^^ time provide quality commodities to the schools, 
should continue that program. 

^^''S^Sri^^^t'^ to ask representatives of American School 
Jl^liw v?*'f i*""* ^^^'^^ individuals from other school districte to 
S„Mu,^" uT^ do make a good point, that you 

^o&wl^ "^f^MS^e and, therefore, make the money 

go further for the local schools if you provided the foods rather than 
ttie money. 

to point out we need to provide you with the authority 
to purchase this food early enough because ft was too lato really to 
,V\^ '^3^ ^? schools. Therefore, it was necessa^ 

to make the price payments m the last school year. 
n.Jki" J^x^^^' A operative, we feel, that we deal with this 
problem. We understand the situation in which the schools find 
themselves in that regard. But if amendatory legislation is passed, 
we should have no difiSculty in buying the necessary commodities 
m the upc( muig school year. 

Chairman Perkins. Let me stato that I concur in the previous 
questiomng of the witness by Congressman Quie. I personally feel 
that It is much better for the Department to make these purchases and 
to preserve the purpose of section 32 to buy up surpluses. 

71?"®^* "^^J^"^ available now. we will extend the 

autJhonty. The only reason for giving the local educational agencies 
cash payments last sprmg was because the commodities were not 
avaUable, and we would never have been able to deliver them to the 
loca educational agencies unless we provided the cash payments to 
the local school districts. 

^^Thank you very much, Doctor. We appreciate your testimony. 
Maybe we can get a meeting of the minds here by compromising back 
and forth. We will certamly do the best we can. At this point m the 
hearuig, I would like to make a part of the record two recent court 
decisions which are of obvious importance to any consideration of 
school lunch legislation. 
(The documents referred to follows:] 

Archie BRIGGS «t al, Plalntilfs, Appellants, 

V. 

John T. KERRIGAN et al. Defendants, Appellees. 
Bonnie FAY et al. Plaintiffs, Appellants, 

V. 

Ray GAUTHIER et al., Defendants. Appellees. 
Nos, 7518, 7M2. 

United States Court of Appeals, Ftfst Circuit, August 14, 1070, 

respective motions for summnry judgment In action wherein 
^,>u>« *? al'nln«|tered In two public scfiool systems was alleged 

to violate both National School Lunch Act and United States Constitution. The 
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United SUtea District Court for the Dlatrjct of Massachusetta, W. Arthur Owrity, 
Jt*. J.| 30t F. Supp* 295| rendered eummary judement for defendants and plain- 
tiffs appealed. The Court of Appeals held that classification of schools for distri* 
butlon of funds on basis of whether schools could be served by existing kitchen 
facilities was reasonable and was not denial of 6Qual protection in light of sub- 
stAQttal additional expenditure required to provide new facilities and planned 
inclusion of kitchens and lunchrooms In new elementary schools. 
Affirmed » 

1. Federal Civil Procedure <^Uii 

Purpose of summary Judgment is not to explore aU factual ramifications of case, 
but to determine whether such exploration is necessary^ 

2. Federal Clyil Procedure 0s»V^U 

When a motion for summary Judgment has been properly made and supported, 
an adverse party must set fortn specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue 
for trial. Fed. Rules Civ. Proo. rule 6e(e), 28 U.S.C.A, 

3. Vnlted Stateiv <d»82 

Under provision in National School Lunch Act requiring state officials to 
disperse funds to Individual schools taking Into account need and attendance, if 
school is unwilling or unable to participate because of lack of facilltlesi state 
officials are permitted to direct funds elsewhere and are not required to hold up 
lunoh program in schools throughout state because a few relatively poor schools 
are unable to participate. National School Lunch Act, SHi 3i 42 U.S.C.A. 

H ma, 1767. 

4. Constitutional Law ^211 

Classification of schools, for distribution of school lunch program funcb, on 
basis of whether schools could be served by existing kitchen facilities was reason- 
able and was not denial of equal protection in light of substantial additional 
expenditure required to provide new facilities and planned inclusion of kitchens 
and lunchrooms In new elementary schools. National School Lunch Act, }{ 4> 3, 
42 U.aO.A. {{ 1753, 1767; U.S.C.A. Co^t. Amend, 14, 

5. Constitutional Law <^tn 

. The Fourteenth Amendment does not require government either to attack a 
problem in its entirety or not at all. U.S.CA. Const. Amend. 14. 

Oershon Michael Ratner, Boston, Mass., and John Cratsley. Cambridge, Mass., 
with whom Nicola Smith, Mark Willis, and Stephen Rosenfield were on the brief, 
for appellants. 

Raymond D. BattoccW. Atty., Dept. of Justice, with whom William D. Ruckels- 
haus, Asst. Atty* Gen., Herbert Travers, Jr., U.S. Atty., and Alan S. Rosen- 
thal. Atty., Dept. of Justice, were on the brief, for CJifford Hardin, Secretary of 
Agriculture, and others, federal appellees. , ^ . 

Alan G. MacDonald, Deputy Asst. Atty, Gen., with whom Robert H. Qulnn, 
Atty. Gen., was on the brief, for WAliam G. Saltonstall, Chairman of the Board 
of Education of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and others, state appellees. 

Edith W. Fine, Assistant Corporation Counsel for the City of Boston, for John 
T* Kerrigan, Chairman of the Boston School Committee, and others, city 
appellees. 

Paul F. Hennessey, Asst. City Solicitor for the City of SomervlUe. for Ray 
Gauthler, Chairman of the Somerville School Committee, and others, city 
appellees. 

Before ALDRICH, Chief Judge, McENTEE and COFFIN, Circuit Judges. 

PER CURIAM. ^ ^ , 

These suits seek to enjoin the operation of the school lunch programs in the 
Boston and Somerville school systems on the grounds that these programs violate 
the National School Lunch Act, 42 U.S.C. } 1751 et «f^,, and the Equal Protec- 
tlon Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The alleged violation consists of 
providing school lunches to some relatively affluent students while failing to 
provide such lunches to other, needier students. The district court granted sum- 
mary Judgment against plalntififs In both cases. We affirm on the basis of the dis- 
trict courPs carefiu opinion in Briggs v. Kerrigan, 307 F.Supp. 295 (D. Mass, 1969)| 
adding only the following comments. , , 

[1, 5] First, we think Both cases were ripe for summary judgment. The und;s- 
puted evidence indicated that both Boston and Somerville provided lunches in 
all their high schools and junior high schools, but In only a few of their elementary 




iliS' lt^^?i!f?.5*'^^*lB'*"i'*^"«J"'<»»>**>» ftbftoluW fieed priority tavaiW 
tm im the juiutfj^ order to rive effeet to the OongreMlotri InWrThe 

<4dlv duM mooU ♦'tftkli»if Into Account ne«d ftftl itteadam^ 

limited federia fuadj avdltftble under « ,0.9.0. t lVfi3 «e insufficient to wWal 
for aid ffou echooU wllUng and able to paHtclpate. l\ however/fc 



the Kflueete „ 

''^ u^wlUIng to pftn:9lpikte or unable because of a l<\ck of facilities wa thfni 
. Wi? ?fflcl»l/l-i VcTfufad* elsSXre. Ce?^^^^^ 

MM: 



b^(>ur opimoD, wen confirmed by i 

i^^ni^^ l{ftt»drldM v. WnUaras, 397 U.S. 471, OjS.Ct. iioi>, l. JSd. 2d 491 
?i weTO^ro^Ki ' " wltewt«d the proper standard for eSSewtng social 



6ot 
bet 



■otecilon claim 

— , the Supreme 

1163, 25 L, Ed. !?d491 



sliS^o standard, the Administration of the school lunch program la Boston 

J?** clearly vaUd. Schools are classified on the bwls of wWther 

tlJ'^nM^Vi'A^r'^Liy exlst ng kitchen faclUtles. This classification Is 
rewonAble In the light of the substantial additional expenditut* reoulred to 
v W^je pew facilities, espctslly since school officials In both cities have decided 
i'l;-. to include kitchens and lunchrooms in new elementary schools as they are con- 
- - ii'"',^''- y»<l"«\tedly. classification on the basis of schools risults In some iS- 
, f Quality among children, but this Inequality cannot be cured without additional 
t • it'^it aversion of school resources Jfrom other programs which may be 
'K Ll"f P^n^'i^ ^^t V^^^ considerations Illustrate the wisdom of the 
i,. reminder in Dandndft that (he Fourteenth Amendment does not renulre sovem 

mpint either to attack - ~— —"-'^ ' ^ •• "—••'-» 

fi:L60 S.Ct, 1163. 
Affirmed. 



r'^^M<*r iw f'vui^^iivu nuieuuinen^ goes no^ reqaire ffovem* 
: a problem In Its entir^^ty or not at all. 307 U.S. at 486-487, 



Archie BRIGGS ct al, Plalntlflfa, 

■ / - ; - ' Te ^ ■ •■ ■ 

John T. KERRIGAN ct ah, Defendants, 

Civ. ^ No. 6M47. 

United St^tea J>\$Mti Oourfc 
\. D, MaesacJai^ttSi December 11, 1969. 

I^c^edlngs ou rospectivo ruotlon.x for summary judgnient In action ^vhereln 
jchool Ijnich program as admlnlslf red In Boston public school syat^m was alleged 
l^k^tl?^J**i^?,^^®.^$J^°^^* H*^^' V?^.^^ Act and the United Stat^ Constitution. 

, Jh^^piStnct Court, Oarflty, J., hold that pro^-^^lon of Act requiring state educa- 
into account *'need and attendance*' in determining ellri- 

: b|Hty for pArticlpation does not mean that agencies must select schooU In ajeas of 

V eeopomio need before they may fiele<^t atty other schc>ols. It Aas further held that 
decision of school authorities not to undertake Immediate slieable capital eipen- 
ditCtfes to provide cafeteHa facilities In schools which were not partlclpatintf in 

. schdol lunch program or to build central kitchens and maintain trucWng services 
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to th060 school* 80 that luneheo would be mllable to all that ttvtftht n^d th^m, 
even In light of harshnew of 0$ reeulta to some Rrammat school PjapHs, pattlcularly 
th« poorer, wa4> not bo unreasonable as to reach constitutional dimenslonj. 

Motion of plaintiffs for summary Judgment denlodj cross motion of defendwts 
for summary Judgment granted. 

1. United States <S»82 

Purpose of National School Lunch Act Is to preserve health and ^ell-belng of 
natlotrs youth and 16 encoxirage domestic consumption of agricultural commodl- 
Ue«, National School Luttch Act J 1 etseq., 42 U.aO. A J 1751 et ee^.^^ 

t United States <te82 

Provision of National School Lunch Act teaulring state educational agencies to 
take into account ''need and attendanc<^*Mn determining eligibility fo:^ participa- 
tion doe« not mean that agencies must select schoolsjn areas of ecouomw need 
be/ore they may select any other schools. National School Lunch Av'^t, } 42 
U.S.O.A, 1 1757. 

S«« publlcitioa Wor<lj iQd Phr&Mi for <Hh<r JudictU con»trueUotu sod 

in United State^i 

Word ''schools/^ as found 1ft provision of National School Lunch Act requiring 
that lunches served by schools participating In school lunch program be provided 
without cost or at a reduced cost to children who are unable to pay fun co^t of 
lunch/ refers to Individual attendance unlt« which are already particlpMlnjt in 
program, rather than school systems or conmiUtees; thus, a school committee 
participating tn program is not required under provision to make free or reduced 
lunches availably to poor students attending nonparttclpatlng schools. National' 
School Lunch Act, J MS tl.aO.A. t im. 
8«« pubUestlon Wordi sod PKri^ /or <^er Ju<!Uclsl eon^^ 

4. ConstUitlonal Law <3*»ail 

Judicial inquiry under equal protection clause Into areas of unequal treatment 
under the law demands a standard of classification which Is neither arbitrary nOr 
creative of invidious discrimination but reasonable when Judged In light of objec- 
tives of legislation. U.S.O.A. Const. Amends. 6, 14. 

5. Unlt^ SUtes <3»82 

De litre classification produced by administration of school lunch program in 
Boston was not such that a defined class of cltltens had been singled out and 
invidiously discriminated agidnst on a permanent basis, Inasmuch as line drawn 
between students who would receive promm^s benefits and those who would not 
was neutral, depending solely on availability of facilities. National School Lunch 
Act, )i 8, 9, U.S.aA, a 1767, 175S. 

6, United States <$=»82 

Decision of school authorities In Boston not to uiidertake immediate slseable 
capital expenditures to provide cafeteria facilities in schools which were not 
parttdpating in school lunch program or to build central ytchens and maintain 
trucking services to those schooU so that lunches would be available to all that 
might need them, even in light of harshness of Its results to lome prammar school 
pupils, particularly the poorer, was not so unreasonable as to reach constitutional 
dimensions. National School Lunch Act, {$ S, 9, 42 U.S.O.A. » 1757, 1758. 

7, Constitutional Law c3=»2a8(S) 

It does not follow that state and federal programs affecting cltlaens unequally 
are all uncoiisiltutional If some hypothetical appropriation of funda would produce 
equal benefits to all citizens. . 

Gershon Michficl Ratner, Boston Legal Assistance Project. Boston, Mass., 
Stephen Roscnfcld/ Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, Boston, 
Mass., for plaintiffs. . ^ ^ , ^ . ^, 

James J. Marcellino, Asst. Atty. Gen., Boston, Mass., for Comm. of Mass., 

^^^dith \v!^Fiue^^^ Mass., and Herbert F. Tr* vers, Jr., U;S. Atty., William 
J. Foley, Asst. U.S. Atly., Irwin Qoldbloom and Howard B. PJckard, Dept. of 
Justice, Dept. of Agriculture, Washington, D.O., for Kerrigan, Elsenstadt, Lee, 
MoDevitt, Tiemey, Ohrenberger A Richards. 



107 

: SAftRlTY DUtriotJudg*. ^^^^^^^ 

..kJ^!^"*!''*?*' School Lunch Act, ii V.8.Q, imi et tea., provides federal 
JS^Sfe «..\°,.l?^^l'L«^«*' program* wblcK Implement tfie frder^ dei& to 
ESkui?^ nufrit oua noon meikls for our aat bn\ youth At noaproflt and aonSr^ 
Ublttve fcrlwe. Walntlffs complain that thl» proiram a» aXintitTred In tW^^^ 
?r«153 "i^r^ 'y**/?? ^3^^ Acf and ^e ConetUutloa of tSt 

JudSneiTt! **** crosamotloM for BummMy 

I ProvWon* of the Act 

o' the.operatfon of the Act Is essential to An analysis of the 

?i«E.'?.i?fli'^.?fLT''^'^^ Jiovemment. through the DepaSt of A^^ 

liWrv'^,^'*!'^'***' P'^»»«f"y oy graiits of flnancral aid, In providing for tffe 

nro«i?^f*V4^T'5'p**2^^*^^^ operation and expansion of nonprofit ech(x>l lunch 

fff^In J: P'ViS' J «mount Of funds available to any particular 

tF^^'t ?k "^^^^^ of lU parttdpat on in terms of the number of luftohes 

SSuu».^2i*ii^!.f!5'5i?"l; T^*^ 5"??''?' " by a factor oalUd thi 

assistance need rate of the state. For all states whose per capita Income is eoual to 

««/it*^?t?i^*'*5J*'**V*^ »y ^""^^ SUtos. the rate Is j^WaC^th low 
S*L^^(«t ^»*^.T*A'^®.f**« '« gTfater than 1^ but bo more than O/i^e difference 
stJf«- Tt.*A*i^f,Af'!i*'^if Povjrt/frhea compared to the whole' of the Uiilted 
JP.'ilS^'^*^ ^'i**® particfoatlon, rate, i.e., the number of lunchw served, 
need rato produces an intiex: -the Indices of all the staU? are 

y*'*'* ^ «c«PH«ai not Applicable to MasslchusettJk 
i^^,^^*?*^ whose sMlstance need rato Is above fi-l^or them the matcWng re^ 
ATf^l^r^Vi^^ tKepercentaM which the atato per capita InB Is 
A*/-? aSf ^Pi^ %<5ome .of the Unfted States. 42 U.S.iO. f im 7 O.V.n. 
SMtioJ^fl'SAf apportionment section ({ 1763) aU tVls matchifg 

^ SK"°r} aWlstanco need rate eomes In to provide the poorej 8tat4 
fP^fVTOpotthti^l assistance than the wealthier states; 

0^ Wb"5rdfntt<5°p!fe' fllli&f " 

nrfe'^i?^^i.f u^i'l'l^"*,** **K« P^*i° ^'^^ program must be wilUng to 
JL* !?.. i '^Xf' 0' involvement, whether statowlde or local, certain bsslo 

J?^*,^"f* 5?i underwrite a substantial portion of the prowam's contln\ilng 
A^l'iin»ft5.V£'?{!V^*^ thrcug\thelr education a»« enter li^ 
^n\fv T^^^f^^, ife* Department ol Agriculture undertaking the reepon- 
Act?^ ul o^me"^ program In accordance with the pro>nf8lons of the 

^6H?mt«ii}kf''J:i.i^v?***? »?enoy., taking Into account need and attondance, 
of schools for parllcbation In the schocl lunch program 
kS^ifi.**^! «0"lbinatlon of federal ancf matching state fuiids may be^dls'- 
lhi!tM^^i.?v?^'^i»v*'^*''^**<* ^ an ftweement executed between 

the stetoagfct<cy and the school seeking participation. TOsjweemeht Is subject to 
the approval of the SecretAry of Agriculture. iH&l, 7 O.F.Rrj 210.8(d). 




I >7i7. 
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; Section 17M * of the Act oofttatni the ptogr&m requtreme&U tUt tnuit bo <tn« 
plement^d by the Atate i^fid the «ehoo1s pArttcIoftttng In tho program. One of these 
requirements, the one most releval^t here, is that lunohee must be eervea without 
cpet or iki $ reduced cost to ehttdrett who are determlaed by local school authorlttes 
to be uhM^le to pay the full cost of the lunch. No physical se^gatlon of or other 
discrimination against any child may be made by the school because of his in* 
Ability to pay. 

Aid to participating schools takes the form of reimbursement of expenses in 
connection with lunches served In accordance with the provisions of the program. 
The Act provides a formula for a maximum amount or reimbursement, based on 
the number of lunches served to the children in the school multlpHed by an assigned 
rate for each meal. With certain exceptions for needy schools, the maximum 
assl{:ned rate is d cents per lunch. According to the deposUloh In this case of de- 




reoulred to bring the reimbursement of rAunictp>lit{es whose schools are par- 
ticipating in the progrv ) up to the cents ^>er lunch celling. 

Just as state paniclpatlon in the federal program Is nOnmandatory so too Is 
participation by local communities In Massachusetts. T^ie state agency leaves to 
the determination of local governments whethet or not lunches will be offered in 
its schools. This is partially due to the fact that the bulk of the exoendltures for 
Ipltlatipg and continuing the school luhches within the Commonwealth is btended 
to be borne at the local level. Although participating munlcfpaHtfes will reclevo 
th6 maidmum rate;of reimbursement from stat^ and federal contributions, they 
still must be wtlUcg (o give considerable support to the program themselves, 
First, they. must provide certain basic faqllltles necessary for making and serving 
lunches to the schoolchildren. Funds from the federal government or 7rom the 
Comn^onwealth are tied directly to the number of lunch^ actually served and do 
not Include payments for rent or for the ac^julsitlon, construction or alteration of 



..-.^ _^nts reeewed from the federal ana state governments ana 
the artouftte received from tte ^iudents on the/one hahd and the actual cost$ of: 
administering the progi^ams In Individual schools on the other. During th.e school 
yejor JW^rW, pupils p»d 6$% Of the cost of admlnlstertnw the school hmch ftro- 
ffil^l?^ a^^"' tbe federal-state program lY%;,and the Cfty of 
»6ft-M corr^pondlng percentagee were 70%, 8?%. and 8%, and for 1969-70, as 



corr^pondlng percentagee were 70%^ 8?%;and 
projected, 70%> 98% and 6%. . " . 

In MMsAChusetts (he role of the state agency In determining which schools 
may participate In the program has been Inslgntncant. Individual school commit^ 
tees desiring to participate apply for aid on behalf of one or iit^ori^ schoola within 
their Jurisdictions. Each school must signify its willingness to abide by the pro- 



visions, of the A?t and the federa^s^te agreement by ex^ytlng 6n agreement In 
Its own behalf with the state agency, In Massachuseits. the atate a«ency has neyet 
rejected an application on behalf of such a schoou Although the state agency hea 
endeavored to encourage school syatems without school lunch program to Insti- 
tute one, Its oasslve system of selection has permitted discretion in local authorities 
not only ^th respect to applying for aid in the first place but also with respect 
to selecting t he schools to be the beneficiaries of any applic^tion• . 

i ''tarushM sirred hy t^mU partlolMiHnff In iH ^c^MuD^h pfMtrstn an<1«r thti ^&i^ar ihftU ra^X 

SUthCritlMidUuii 



MTved without 66et Cir ftt S ir«<!u6ed con to cMmren who m det«rtnln»d by \^ gehdol suthoritiM id p« un* 

g' U tdjMy tn^ Axil 00^ ^ ih4 Icuich. Ko phsrsieAt 8«fr0x«t(oft of or other dls«rtm!nAtiqo Mnst any ohlM sh»ti 
tnido by th6 sthoo] b^d«ttt« o< H» ii)»bntty to My, ScbooMunch rrojrrftMs tuder thlrchsot«r than U 
.^..2 * —..Y ... ... '-fMpfftctJc^ble, aUHulnltt to<ih pfOjtfwn^COtn- 

tA Mnt 1(1 ft^adsno^, i:th«r nstloA»1iy or in tn« 



tptnM on a nooproSt basts. school shall, fhsofar m pract)c»b1ei atttit^ In 
aodJttftS d«a{frAAM from tlmo to tlmo by tho Swtsry as beinr - * - — - - 

School kfM.^eotnmoditlesdonAtsdby the S«cf«t&ry. Cortttodlt' , , . 

Sl2o litlo 7, may bo donated by tha Seoratary to schools, in MOordftnos with tha naads aa dftarmlnadby 
lo^ fchool aalhttrtttesjil u^UuUorj jA tha i^ooftttnch Mc*r^m,pnd« t^^^^ W tc Othjt 

T8o<Fatpini«r«imi'^^^ funds from sonrOM >pithln tha statas for the wvpoae olmalchini 

^dcdtlKranta 7 QT.B. i 210.S(b). ''rnndsf^m soOfoaanrltMn tha sUta shall {Ddndaiorfund^^ 



Mh^^^rrj^n^^ scbb^l^tiAOh progfima ind institutions ^thoritad to r^tra luoh eont- 

fadSrtl jwSfr&fSv^l M souroM wiiWn tha sUtaihairfndndai (i) Mdi aipai^dad for 

lha mipr^iindudl ucMOk ftdmtnlstrttion. by tha stata or lU political suMlTlsUMi^orby Of on Uhali 
or any aoboa. from chlldrth'a peymenu Ma any othw loum « ithUtt im. fnndi ir«w /mmi a- 

indication that tn Maaaachosatts thare Is «ny otbar aouroa ol stata aid to munldpalluea for prorldlnf Ion eh 
room lacmtJea. 




wo achopU in which oi^l^ifig mm ^qte ?a>^lVS^*5^^^^^ 
^^(unchw w dfetrt])uk(J. Wi^f9fo, ^me;8(^^^^^ 



iiUcntfMce lni<> Recount 

m $tAf0 mu3t glv0 prloHty 



ord "achopU*' fit i [m tomin 
vlduftl Aii^lU of $|Und4nci>, they 



dents h^vo ^ _ 
Icfpretlng thfl wrd , 
r^thejr IpdIvIduM 
8cpU<^n to me^n that as 
Natlpnal Scjiool Lunch 
t04lutudei)ts unable to pay 

^ PVlatlffs djf^'c^tit^ftd tM ^ di: • " 

^oi c<>v<jr all 6tu(ter\ta nor ttv^ 
partlclpaMM oii the eic^t^nc^ of mi..^. 
not rationally related to the purpose o( the 



in (tj ^^loctioh of schooj$ to^t^ose ^hos^ $tu. 
liUtHtJqn^l ne^cb, FunhermcT^, by Ift^ 



the F(fih and fourteenth A^endmehts to tho 
' $tato atkd federal offlclab hav^ ho^n joined as 




defendents^dn I 



4i\^l?F^^Y^^ U!VOon3tltutfonal admlnbtratiotv 

at\d baV6 flowed it to persist do^plt^ their Sbw^r t 
further fundfii until oonstltuHonal cSnditlofis ajo met. 



pow^r to change It by wit 



>ropam 
^^oTdlng 



11 Ugl^l^tlVl^ HUJtory 



1^ f^t.w^?v* fimdamental Issue concerns a <iuest|on of statutory int^roretation 
In light of the purposes of the Act : does It provide fot a priority ba^ed on nXitrttionel 
2?i W^}^. 5?^Jl H declaration of tho policy of the Act and Jt^ con. 

The purp<^e <vf creating a substant 
luatcd by ' * ' 



tt be efff c- 



4, 70Ui c5hg/la^ S^Ioi^ 
. . J u ... J A flu^tanUaUgrteuHUral ni4irket wou^ 

luatcd by the widest participation po^lble. ^he more ohildr^n Invtlved/the 
greater the potent al market. OiVen any particular Appropriation; mo^eV ^pent 
implemen ing a priority for needy children would not bo available for pui^fi^ 
of agricultural commodities,* Thid aspect of the legblallve mrp^, then/ does 
not support plaintiffs* contention. ' 

0 turned to an esamlnAtl( 
Tflh* »t%UJit« ou|ht ' - *^ — • ^ 



»-4i'^n — s 



no 



With reecKJ^t to tho purpose of 8afcgi»arding tho hOAlth and well-being of tho 
nation** children, Con grew wm concerned with ihoso segments of our populfttlon 
with Inaufflclent means to provide a nutritional diet for their chlidrcn. Tho con- 
gressional deliberatlohs show ft recognition that dlcti^rv needs wcro moat preying 
fn the scho<^l districts of leas^ wealth and thai the Act should contain nothing 
that might.maHo It more dtflRtfult for thoso districts to participate In tho program, 
Sec 92 Cong. llco. U52-1495, Part 2, 1040 (especially tho remarks of Hep. Voorbls 
at 148^^1486). 

This concern is reflected In tho Act. As already stated, sections 1753 and 1750 
provido for a disbursement of funds that will assure a greater proportional share 
to rho^e State* of relatively low per capita Income, Under { 1758 tho poor are to 
receive their luifthea free or at reduced prices and tender the 1062 amendments 
special a$slstanc^ is provided to schools drawing attendance from areas In which 
poor economio Ovwtlons exist, 42 U.S. 0, 1 1769a. 

On the other hand, the congressional deliberations show that It was not Only 
those in economic need that would benefit frOm tho provision of school lunches. 
Potentli^Uy all schoolchildren could bo aided by the program, There lyas ^ constant 
awareness that poor nutrition was not confined to poor families. 8c<) e.g., 92 
Cong/ lleo, 1455. 1471-1472, Part 2, 1945 (ren arks of Ueb; Flannagan at 1455 
and remstlcs of Reps. Granger and Yoorhls af 1471^H72J. The Hou^o Uopoit 
noted that th0 benefits from ijchool lunch progran^ were' not HAtited to any 
particular clas^ of children but rather took place !'ott all income levels Inasmuch 
as an adeouate lunch It school or^deqnato nutrition is not hece^rlly a^gred 
by thb hlghet income of the parents.'^ Hcus<i Report No. CS4, 79th Cong., 1st 
.Jesslon, Juries, 1945. p. 2. ^ 

The Senate uepou mentioned three conditions' pfteventlng adequate nutrition 
and only the last of these related to the lack of economic means. The li^t was 
Ignorance of thb elements oi proper nutrition in rich and poor^llke. In this regard 
the Act Was seen as vak^ablo to both parent and child on the theory that the 
child would darlr^ home to his parents tho good nutritional habits developed at 
school." The second eohdltton preventing adeouate nutrlllon was the dlftlculty 
cnc^tmtered by a child In obtfinlng a prop^r lunch at school The report cited 
the Incr<Mise in distances from homo to school and the increased incidence of 
working mothers as cortipoundin« *heSo dlfficuUles, Senate Report No, 553, 79th 
Contf./ 1st Session; July 28. 1945, p. 9. These ar^ circumstances not limited to 
families from poor communltlos but would apply to school students generally. 

Furthermore, during the congressional consideration of the 1962 amendments 
already mentioned especially 42 U.S.O, { 1759a| there was explicit awareness of 
th6 type of situation presented in the instant case. At the subcommltteo level 
there was an amendment proposed which would have authorized an experimental 
three-year program designed t^> provide lunches in schools which were not par- 
ticipating becau^o oMn^doquate facilities. It was noted th<\t very often these 
were school in the poorest areas. This amendment was rejected in favor of a 
vecommendatlon that the Secretary of Agriculture study the problenn with a 
view to expanding the lunch program to those schools currently eliminated only 
because of lack cf facditlcs. See Senate Report No. 2010, 87th Cong., 2d Session, 
Sept. 7^ m2, p. 1 1 i U.S. Code Corig. & Admin. News 1962, p. 3244. 

[2) Plaintiffs contend that HcCausO 41757 of the Act requires the state educa- 
tional kgonefcs to take into account ''ficed and attendance*' in determining 
diKiDility for partlclpalloii, they must' select schools In areas of economic need 
bofprc tncy may select any otht^r schools. Though the precise mcnnlug of this 
requirement is not entirely clear/' fl^veh the hUfory of the statute it cannot havo 
the meaning the plaintiffs contend. A priority of ,"?uch significance would not f;o 
couched In such ambiguotis terms. It would b6 stated with the clarity of expres^slon 
exhibited in lh6 Child Kutrition Act;42 U.S.C. { 1771 et seq.^ where the priority 
is made explicit; 

"In selecting school, the State educational agency shall, to the extent practicable, 
give first consideration to those schools drawing attendance from areas in which 
I>oor economic conditions exist ♦ * V 42 U.S.C, § 1773(c). 

(3) Plaintiffs* argument under J 1758, that free or reduced-price lunches nnist 
l>c made available to students who eannot afford ft full-priced meal despite the 
fact that the school they attend does not provide lunches, Is ba^ed on the words 
^'schools'* and ^'school'' meaning school systems or committees.* The plain lan- 

«The relevant language JlrSS in this rrtard ^ foUowa: "Lunches wrved by tchooU farUclpailTig 
In the schooKunch program under this chapter shall ni^t mtntmutti tttitrlUonal ren^^f^JtieitU • • Sucfj 
meals shall be served without cost or at a reduced coet to children vho are detennlned by }<x*al 5chool ttu- 
thodties to be unable to pay the lull cost of the luAch. No bh>*!dca1 s<^r^aUon oi or ottior disvrinilnaUon 
against any chlKl shaU be nade by the icftoo2 because <^ bts Inability to pay. "(Emphasis added.) 



iUatte of the eectlon> however, «kp])caN lo tofcr to attendftttco unlta which ar© 
fflr<?Jidy participating In the program; Under thU Int^rprolallon, 41758 demand!* 
Ibht in tnoeo Mttndanco unit« \n which school lunches are. avojlabio they must 1x3 
it\ado available even '<o tho^ who cannot afford lo pay for them and thU mu$t 
be done Jii a manned which will not single out these poorer students. Head In this 
light, the rcqulrementa of I llfSS are met bV the Boston school sydtem.v 

Accordingly, wo conclude that neither tho imr|)oso nor tho language of the 
atatutc, aa coftMruod in the light of Ms legislative hlalory^ suuporis the plaintiffs* 
eofuenitoh that there In an oxpro^ o? iniplicd atatutory rc^iuiroment that lunches 
bo made available to ichoolsi and students according to economic need. In the 
court*8 opinion, tho purpose of ibo National School Lunch Act was the federal 
stlmulatlon^and encouragement to expansion of state and local programs to 
provide nutrttJonally adequate lunches at all schools and to all students, rich 
and poor alike.* See. e.g.^ 92 Cong. Ilco, 1537, Part 2, 1046 (remarks of Ucj>. 
Ixjniko, ^^1 bcllovo these lunches should be given regardless of hofr wealthy or 
how poor the parents may be/') Therefore, the adrnlnlstration of tho Act In 
Boston does riot violate tho statute. 

Ill Constitutional Issues 

Turning to tho eonstilutlonnl Issues: all students In tho Boston iiuhllc school 
evstcm are equally entitled to lunches under tho Act and some are ;ioi receiving 
them. ThU unecjual bestowal of benefits results from tho local authorities having 
applied forpArtlcipatlon only on behalf of schools that can \}e serviced by existing 
facllitlce; They have chosen not to Incur substantial afidlllonal expenses for 
providing necessary facilities in all Boston schools or outside facilities that can 
service these schools. Thus, though all are entitled to receive lunches, not all 
are in the same position with rcsocct to expenses necessary to make the program 
applicable throughout tho city, Is this underlncluslvo classiiicatlon juatlfiabio in 
a manner compatible with tho equal protection, cluaso of tho Fourteenth Amend- 
ment?-^.: ■.-v. ^ ^ 

(4) Judicial Inquiry under tho equal protection clause Into areas of unoaua) 
treatment under law demands a standard of classHieatton which Is neither arbitrary 
nor creative of an Invidious discrimination but reA-sonablo when judged in llftht 
of the objectives of the legislation. Sec. e.g., Rlnaldl v. Ycager- iORO, 3S4 U.8. 
305, 86 S.Ct. 14D7r 16 L.liM.2d^77; McGowan V. MarylaW m V.H. 
420, 81 act. 1101, 6 L.Ed. 2d 393: Tigrter v. Texas, 1940, 310 U.S.- HI, 60 aCt. 

84 L.Ed, U 24. See generally. Note, Developments In tho Law— IJqiial 
Protection, 1969, 82 Harv* LJi, 1005. Legislative bodies, however, are given 
rather wide latitude in their judgments as to the reasonableness of ciasslficaffons, 
*'Tho constitutional safeguard Is offended only if the classification rests on ground;* 
wholly Irrelevant to. the achievement of the State's objective, State legislatures 
aro presumed to havo acted within their constitutional power despite the fact 
that, In practice, their laws result in some inequality, A statutory discrimination 
will not bo set aside if any state of facts reasonably may be conceived to justify 
It." McGowan v. Maryland, »wpra, 366 U.S. at 425-426, SVS.Ct. at 1105, 

(5] In the instant case/ the de Jure classification produced by the adminis- 
tration of the school lunch program In Boston is not such that a defined cla.^ 
of citizens has been singled out and Invidiously dlscriminftied against on a. per- 
manent basis. Cf, Brown v. Board of Ed uc, 1954. 347 U.S. 483, 74 S,Ct. 6S6^ 
98 L.Ed. 873. Tho line dra^vn between students who will receive the program's 
benefits and those who will not Is ncut rah depending solely on the avt\ilability 
of facilities. Moreover, thotigh the plaintiffs are poor citizens of Boston, that 
lino Is not so drawn as to produce a de facto classification between the wealthy 
and tho poor. There is no pattern such that schools with lunch programs pre- 
dominate in areas of relative wealth and schools without the program in areas of 
economlo deprivation. • Nor is there any discrimination against tho poor in tho 



* Federal a-wlslance to school hinch progtatns must seek lo furth<^r the toUowInK basic oLjectlvt^s if it 
(8 to mwl the nwds of the children, of Ihe pchool community and of agrletittur^: (I; lo stimulate and to 
help make it possible for all schools to make ft nuiritlouj t^oon lunch available at cost to aU cnltaren, aiid 
at \€si than coat lo those who need Stich lunches but are uiiable to pay the full cost." Senate Report No^ 
JOth Cong., 1st Session, July 2$, m5, p. 0. 

tThd fact tn^t tber« ts a luDch program in virtually every high school and junior high school fn Boston 
indicatea that Ihera eould not be any wealth bricr.led dlscitmlnaUon at least i^^th respect to that Tevetof 
Sch^linjt. II Xhm Is any dekdo classification at all, it Is bet^ een elementary schools and high $choolj$. Out 
of 5t Schools covered, only U among the total of ISO elemet^tary schooU receive lunches, while ali 37 <^ the 
high sdiooll I ^ serviced. But nothfni turm oh that because there Is no contention that a disptoportlonate 
number of thoae U ^Jemcntary schools draw attendafioc from areas of relative wiNilth. The eohtention is 
rather th^t the poorer areas are stmpty tM>t given a priority, that Is, that there Is not a dfstdmltiaUon liv 
their favor.-- ' ■ - 
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souse Ihftt the cxcrcbc of i\ f undamcutal right which under the Constitution r/ the 
United Stat^ should bo CKiUally^attatnaoie to rich and poor alike, such as the 
right to vote or the right to an efrectlvo criminal appeal, is conditioned it) a way 
that puta a price on the privilege, thus precluding the poor becaijso of their 
JnabHUy to pay. See Harper v. Virginia State Board of Klccilonsi, 1966, 383 U.%S. 
663. 86 S.Ct. 1079, 16 L.Bd.2d 169 and Griffin v. Illinois, 1956, 351 U.S. 18, 
76^l.Ct. 6S5, lOOLEd.891. 

There is no price on participation In th'i program. Therefore, no relative dis- 
advantage to the poor Inherea in the Act or its administration/Here poverty is 
lt» own^disad vantage, The fact that relatively wealthy parents are better able 
to see that their children have an overall nutritious diet and that therefore the 
poor have the greatest need for lunches at school Is a prodijict of the disparity 
In material circumstances between the relatively rich and the poor and not the 
reeuH of any aspect of the school luneh program, A$ beretofoN> explained, the 
National School Xunch Act i3 not primarily a welfare program. 

161 TbU does not mean, however, (hat the poverty of (he plalntlna la t,h irrelevant 
conalderatlon. The rea$onablene$$ of a clas^lfleatlon, even tho^>gh H doe« not 
discriminate Invidiously between the rich and the poor, should also be considered 
in termi of the harshness of Its results. An administration of the 8choo) Lunch 
Act which does not benefit all who ^r^ logically within the scope of the Act is 
especially harsh on poor persons like the plaintiffs. Some needy persons are in 
effect receiving welfare bericflts denied others simply because they happen to 
attend $, school with luncl^oom facilities Itnd are able to get free or reduced-price 
luhches. Moreover, some children from wealthy homes are abl^ to buy lunches at 
prices discounted by reasfon of governmental subsidies while some poor students 
are provide with no aid whatsoever. The court nevertheless concludes thi^t this 
inequality, though unfortunate, is constitutionally permissible. The basis of thd 
ola^catfon, I.e.i the reason for the dlitering treatments is not arbltrtry or capri^ 
eio<M. The decision not to undertake immediate slseable capital expenditure^ to 
provide cafeteria facilities In nonpartlctpatlng schools or to build central kltcaens 
and nialatairt trucking servlees to these schools so that lunches would be available 
to all that might need them, even in light of the harshness of Us results to s^r.je 
grammar school pupils; is not so unreasonable as to reach constitutional 
diinensjons,* 

:=-Th©^^itu!^tlon presented here Is comparable to that in Mclnnis v. Shapiro. 1068. 
K.b.Il)., m P.Supp. 327, aff 'd sub nom. *AfcInnls v. Ogllvle, 1969, 394 U.S. 332, 
S9S.Ct. lWt2i l4.Ed.2d309iti wWch a three Judge 0Ourt upheld a staleatatutory 
system of financing education thi^ough local property taxation \vhlch resulted In 
wide, variations In P^f pupil expendUOires for schooling from district to district. 
That result followed Inevitably from the fact that taitable wealth varies so widely 
from area to area. $ee generally Michelman, The Supreme Co^rt 1968 Term 
Foreword; On Prot^Kstlng the Poor Through the Fourteenth An^endment, 1969, 
S3Harv,l/.R. 7, especially 47-59. ... . 
UcO nU case as readily apparent i . . 

cant case of wealth related disadvantage ^ , , , 

48, th'* system .w<w not found unconstitutional. The Supreme Court rejected the 
contention that only a financing systeih which apportions public funds according 
to educational needs would satisfy the fourteenth Amendment and held that 
the school legislation, under attack was neither arbitrary nor creative of an In- 
yidious classification. Hatber it ruled that the state design allowing local choico 
and experimentation in the allocation of its revenues to competing needs such 
as schooling and police proteetlon was reasonable. Mclnnls v. Shapiro, ^upra, 
^ F.SuppTat 335. 333/89 S.Ct. 1197. 

(?1 Contrary to the pfalntiifs' contention, the Instant case is not controlled by 
the reasoning In such ca^es as Shapiro v. Thompson, 1969, 394 U.S. 618, 89 S,Ct< 
1322, 2a L.Ed.2d 600j Dews v» llenry, D.ArU. 1969, 297^ F.Supp. 687, or West- 
berry V. Fisher, D, Me., 1969. 297 F.Supp. 1109, In the Shapiro case the Supreme 
Court held that state minimum residency requirements for welfare bene 5ts 
produced an invidious classification and were not Justified by a legitimate state 
objective. In the other two cases certain statutory ceilings for welfare grants were 
held Invalid by federal district courts because they tended arbttratlty to discrimi- 
nate against families wUh niany children. The principle that a classification is 

> Tt should bft not6d thftt efforts ftr« beint made at ev^rv level of iOTolvemtnt in the program toVxpaod U. 
««p0daUy to reach ihoM In Uus poorer eommUnlUda. This U «v(deooM by Um 1^2 amendmanU to tb« School 
Ldoob Act and the Child Nutriiioa Act <A !l also appears to m toe policy of the Boston School Com- 
ttklttee^ New schools iQ Boston must have complete kUchsd andmnchroom fadiftles. Ther^li fn the p!anntn| 
tUft a pilot procram ka eertaia areas of the dty tor a ceDtral kJtchea that vlll supply luodiei tc some ooa* 
SfSous school aStHcti. 



Justified atmply by the dcaire tb ccnieVv^ public funds U stated dearhrlo 
line opinion of the Court In Shaplfo v» Thompaorii itipro, 394 U.S. at 633, 8ft S,Ct. 

/ '\r/-;NVo rccofcnUo thai a State a valid intercut (n pr^eMng the flseal. 
' Integrity of lu pirogranVjj, U n^ay legUlmatety ^tt<jcf^pt to limit Ue (?xpendl- 
ttire^, whether (ot pubUd OA^Utane^ ptibllc ediicHtlQrt< or anv other program. 
But a States may not aecompllah such ^ purpose by Invidious di$tlncUona 
^.^feolweeri.^lasscs oi lt$ cUUons, U could not, for example, reduce oxi^endliurea 
-j ; \for edueatloo by barring {ndigcnt children from its schools. Similarly, in the 
tf^m before u*<, appcll^ot^ finest do moro than yhow that denying welfare 
V* wnoftts to now r<^Ident^ eavea money. The saving 6f welfare c<;wts cannot 
/ bo an Independent ground for an Invidious clas^^lfieatlon, 
It d<m not follow that stak and federal program* affecting cItUend unequally are 
all tmconstUutional If some hypothetical appropriation or funds would produco 
<}qual benefit^ to all cUUena. 

If In order to save costs Boston were to cHmtnt^te from the program half of the 
jt'jhooJjs that do have kitchen facilities, the situation would then be similar io that 
In the Shpird ca^e. Here, however, what Boston ha$ avoided expenses unlqilo 
to schools without faelHtle$ and of a totally different nature from th(ise it Is already 
Inctirrlnj: as cd^U of administration of tho program, Boston'^ fiscal pij'j>o5o fa 
therefore not arbitrary, Tax dollars mn:>t be auoeated among a wldo range of 
competing community Interests, 

Tnc ba«<le problem reflected In thcs^ proceedings Is, of course, the lovel of the 
general welfare, which has not reached a point where In this land of plenty no 
child will go htmgry/ Thls is a problem of immense magnitude with' icglslatlvo 
bodies the Institutions of government moat eult^d to bring about the needed 
changes. See grncrfilly, Nf^l^i Discriminations Against tho Poor and the Fourteenth 
Amendment, 1907, 81 llarv. L.U, 435, 442, 

Plaintiffs* motion for summary judgment Is denied and the defendants' cross- 
motion for summary iudgment Is granted* Judgment will bo entered for the 
defendants dismissing the action. 

Kim JONES Plaintiffg, 

The BOARD OF EDUCATION, CLEVELANp CITY SCHOOL DISTBlCTi 

et aU Defendants, 

Civ. No, C 6^-95*, 

United States District Court, N, D, Ohio, E. D.— October 2, 

Action by which plaintiffs sought to require defendants to provide frc^ or re- 
duced price school lunches to all eligible children in school system. Both parties 
mcd motions for summary Judgment, The District Court, Don J, Voting, J,, held 
that defendants were required to serve free or reduced price school lunches to all 
eligible children Instead <tf only to some. 

Partial summary judgment entered in favor of plaintiffs; motions for sununary 
Judgment overruled In other matter. 

). United States 0=:>82 

Defendants were rrfiuir(d to mve free or reduced price school lunches to all 
eligible children instead of onU* to 8 >me. Xatlonal School Lunch Act, J 9, 42 
U,S,aA. 5 175S. 

2. Federal Civil Procedure <5=»2481 

A<serti(m^ r:\Ued cpiosUon of fuct precluding summary judgment as to whether 
method used fi>r paying for school lunches violated Icgnl provl?jion against overt 
identification of anv ttf the children receiving free or reduced price hmches, Na- 
tional School Lunch .\c^ §9. 42 U.y.CJ.A. J HoS. 

Lloyd H. Snyder; Kdward it. Stv^ge, Jr.» Legal Aid Society, Cleveland, Ohio, for 
plaintiff:?. 

Charles F. Clarke, Cicorgc W» Pring, 8quire, Sanders & Dempsey, Cleveland, 
Ohio, for defendants. 



MBMOUANDUM 

DON X VOUNO, District Ju 
. In this Action, bv which tho pL.Atlffs 8cok to require tho defendftuts to provide 
free or reduced price school lunches 16 all eligible childrch In the Cleveland City 
ScjjooJ System, both pftrllea have filed motlon.s for summary judgmcnl. 

T\mc motions present t^vo scpArate problems. Tho fir$t, and most Important, la 
whether tho dofcndant$ aro required to servo Uinchca to all eligible children, In^ 
ste^d of only to eomo, as It h presently doln;*. The second problem Is whether tho 
method usfcd for pAying for lunchea when thc> are provided vloldt^ the legal pro- 
vlJ^Ion against overt identification of any of the children receiving free or reduced 
price lunches. 

^w^^l^J? problem, the defendants rely on the ca^ea of BHgga v. Kerrigan, 

307 F.Supp.205 Mass. 1060) aflf^d per curlam,43l F.2d 067 (IH Cir. 1070) and 
Ayala v. l)l.^trlct CO School Board of Pueblo. Colorado. 327 F.Supp. 980 (D.Colo. 
1071). These cftws are certainly squarely applicablo to tho fact^ of the ptesent v^ase, 
and support tho dcfendantsV poaJtlon ih^^C becAUso lunches are se^-ved at some 
school |n the district docs not require that all children eligible in the district be 
served. By way of a not-so-vciled threat tho defendants refer to Sh^,w v. Governing 
Board of ^todejsto City Behool Distrltt, 310 V,Supp. 1282 (te.D.Callf.l070), where 
tho cpitrt reaQhed a conclusion contrary to BriggSf and the defendant* retaliated by 
termfn^^tlng all school luneh programs. 

Ko^ever, U appears clear that Congress became aware of those decisions, 
and In 1070, 8Ubs<^qneni thereto, amended 42 U.S.O. i 1758 to include tho foUow- 
inft language: 

lB)ut, by January 1, 1071, any ehlld who Is a memb^^r of a household which 
an annual Income not above the applicable family sUe incomo level set foHh in the 
Income poveHy gxildcunea ^hM be served moak free br at reduced coat. {Emphasis 
this Court's). 

Follpwinit this amendment, the Secretary of Agriculture promulgated a regula- 
tion (7 O.FTR. i 245.3(a) (Supp. 1072)) which provides in part as follows: 

Such standards shall specify the speelUe crltena to bo us6d» respecUvviyr (or f reo 
lunche.^ and for reditced brlcc lunehcs^they shall applJcable to all schools under 
tho Jurisdiction of th^ sch6ol fo6d Authority; and Ikiy MaW pmiie thai oU children 
from a family mcding tht cligMxty tidn^m <xnd ixHending any arhoot under the 
iwfWfl/c^ion of (he tch<xAfood aulhoriiy ihafl he provided the same htnefiU, (Emphasis 
thy Courrs).^ ' ^ . ; m ^ ^ t r . ^ . - 

In the light of those clear and.uhantbiguoVs provisions of law, it is clear that tho 
eases relied upon by the defendants are no longer controlling, and the inhumanly 
callous method used by tho Modesto Board to avoid complying with th^ Court's 
order has b^como unavailable. 

It is well that this should be so. Present day knowledge of human growth and 
development leaves no.fiucstlon that the ancient practice of condemning ppor 
ehlldren to slow starvation ha^ eonscqoences so damaging, and so completely 
irrevcrsiblo, that no government which permits It can long sOrvivi). ThO one 
place where the state has direct control of all children is in the schbol system, 
It can and must do there what the welfare programs may fall to do elsewhere: 
Insure that growing children of tender years are not completely starved. 

Th<*. Court recognizes tho financial problems of the school districts, and the 
diftieulty of using mcacer resources to tho best effect* But programs, bo6ks, fend 
teachers aro of Utile help to a child whose receptivity to learning is dulled by the 
gnawing of hunger. If there is not enough mpney to do everything, nourishing the 
body nnist come flr:<t. 

(II For this reason, as to the first of the problems presented by tho motions 
of tho parties, tho motion of the defendants for a summary Judgment will be 
overruled, and tho motion of the plaintiffs will be granted, and a partial summary 
judgment entered in their favor* 

1'2] As to the second matter, it is clear from tho record that there is a dispute 
as to tho material facts, Thus It Is impossible to grant a summary Judgment in 
favor of either of these parlies, and tho motions will be overruled. 
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KtM JOKfcS, tT AL.^ miNTlFra-APPEatiEfl 

Thk Board or Education Clkvkland Cm Scuooi. District, zr au, 

DKfKNDANTa^APPKttANTS 

APPKAU rnOM UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THB NORTHERN DlftTRICT Of 

OHtO, WESTERN DIVISION 

I><jcldcd fttid Piled March 10, 1073. 

Ikforo PHILUP3, Chief Judge, Weick and Lively, Circuit Judges. ^ . ^ 

Per CuRiAif. The motion to vacato tho stay order entered by a filnglc Judge 
of thH Court ftt a tlmo when tho Court Avas not In i^csslon and when oxpcptlonal 
; clrcunwtanci4 oJdatcd, has l>cen considered and Is hereby denied, , , , 

The appeals wcro expedited by order of tho Court and havo been briefed and 
'argvied orally. Wo need not consider tho appeal from a Memorandum of the 
District Court dated October 31. 107 as this Memorandum did not constitute a 
final appealable order, although U wiks marked by tho Clerk of tho District Court 
as ft Judgment. . . . ^ , 

Tho appeal which wo consider Is from a partial summary judgment entered by 
tho District Court on December IS, 1072, which tho Court ordered that tho Board 
of Education of tho Cleveland City School District, tho SupcHntendent of Schools, 
and the Deputy Superintendent provide school lunch progr^itns by January 8, 
1073, for thirty Public schools and for thirty additional public schools by Aorll 30. 
1073» which shall comply with the requirements of the National School Lunch Act.* 

Tho Cleveland City School District consists of about one hundred sovcnty-clght 
schools. Prce hot lunches are already being served in all but about fifty-four of 
such schools. Tho schools so served are especially tho needy ones. 

Funds to pay the cost and expense of serving tho lunches aro supplied largely by 
the Federal Government through tho Department of Agrtculturo. These funds are 
channeled through stato educational ofnclaU to tho local school districts which 
agreed to participate in tho programs. The st^te» as well as tho local school districts, 
contribute to the cost of tho proorams. ^ , . , , . 

Although tho State of Ohio educational officials were made parties defendant 
to the action by the pblntiffs, the District Court made no finding or order against 
them. The Department of Agriculture was not made a party defendant. ^ 

Depositions were taken of ofilelals of thd Department cf Agrleultuf^ by counsel 
for the School Board. Their testimony was to the effect that the SchoolBoard had 
complied substantially with the Act and the applicable reg\iU tion^. Tho .deposi- 
tions were filed with tho Clerk of tho Di^>tf'.c^ Court prior to tho entry of the 
summary judgment, but tho District Court declined to consider them. , » 

The construction and Interpretation of tho statute and applicablo regulations 
by the agency charged with their administration were entitled to bo given great 
weight by the Court. OrigQs v. Duke Pomt Co., 401 U.S* 424 (1071}: Uda/j v. 
Taffman, 3S0 U.S. 1 (1965); Bo\Jcla w 8emin(^e F<x:k C(?., 326 U,S. 410 (1046). 
Tho District Court erred In nol consid?ring tho testimony of these officials. 

Since the Agrlcultuio Department oflflcials apparently have agreed AVith the 
School hoard and not with the piajntllTtt, it was imperative that the Department 
bo made a party defendant In order to bind tt by any Judpnotit entered by tho 
Court, The Act certainly did not contemplate tliat the School Board shoulp boar 
the ontifo cost and expense of tho school lunch program without contribution 
from either the state or federal governments. The School Board has been operating 
fit a deficit. 

It was tho contention of tho School Board that it was proceeding in good ffith 
as rapidly as possible with the funds it had, to supply all needy children from 

I42U.8.C. M751,cl«^. 



(Aiiiilics with Incoincii l>clow the national poverty level A\1lh free or reduced-cost 
not lunches. U was the contention cf the platntiffa that the Board should supply 
such lunches to all ncj'dy children, Iminedlfttcly, In tho other fifty-four school v 
cithet by providing cold lunch boxes In such school* whero there are no fftcliltle?. 
oj^^^v^ontr^ctlng with commercifl suppliers with mobile units to provide hot 

The board <jn July 7. 1072, nmdo written oppllcatton to the Deprvttnient for 
m allowflnco of $700,000, to provide a central commissary and a datetUte kitchen 
program for tho ^chcwls, and to pufchftjo trucks for transportation of the food, 
Subseouentlv {t applied fa $1 300,000 for tho same purposes. The Department 
haj not acted on these applicalloim, 

It is not for us to act as a super Board of Education and to tell the duly elected 
Board niembers how to operato tho publlq schools. It Would scem to us anomaloui 
[or tho Board to furnish hot lunches In the ono hundred twenty-four sthooU now 
»>eln2 served, and to servo cold lunchcf In tho remaining fifty.four schools with 
which plaintiffs are concerned. We would question tho authoHtv* of the Board under - 
!i- 4J?I? x^^'^"^'^^*^^ ^^f^ diacrlminate against anv of the schools within Its 
district. Nor should wo Instruct the Board to hire independent suppliers when it 
desires to perform the worlc with Its own emplovcca. 

u ?P*"^^? ^'^^ summary*ludgment against tho Board and 

its officials a^ there were disputed Issuer of both fact and law. Qme^ w Ohio 
Turnpiki Ccmm\ 315 F.2d 235 (6th Cir.), ctrL denied, ^71" U.S. 824 (1963), 

It wa^ also error to proceed without making tho Department of Agriculture a 
party defendant, a^^ U was an indispensable party to a determlnatioh of the is^sues, 
Oafdn& y. NaihvitU Houmff /iufWfly. 408 F,2d 480 (6th Cir. 1972) j Boki v, 

?/irf;'i^'r''i^*^i'^*/'^'H^?^ 468 F,2/476 (Cth CIr, 1D?2). It was ^^iso error not 
to include fn it3 judgment tho ptate educational officials. 

The judgment of the District Court is reversed and tho cause Is remanded with 
instructions to require the plaintiffs to file an amended complaint making tho 
Department of Agriculture a party defendant; to cofiduct an evidentiary hearing; 
to adopt findings of fact and conclusions of law; and to enter Judgment In accord- 
ance therewith, 

Reversed, 

For the thno being^ we will rece^ the school lunch hearing to be 
able to go to ftnothor hearing. Thank you very much. 
(Rece^.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Mr. liEHMAN (acting chairman). We will continue with tho hearing 
which Wo recCvSscd this morning. 

Wo^will begin w4th a panel of American School Food Service A^vsocia- 
tion spokesmen, NIr. Perkins >ViU join Ms as soon as possible, 
^ For the purpose of the' record^ it would be nice if vou would each 
identify yourself as you sit dom\. 

STATEMENT OF JTOSEPHlSE MARTIN, CHAIRMAN, LIEOISlATIVE 
COMMITTEE, AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, 
ATLANTA, OA.; GERTRUDE ORINEY, DIRECTOR, gCH60L NUTRI- 
TION PROGRAM, STATE DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION, AUGUSTA, 
MAINE ; DONALD G. BUSSLER, PITTSBURGH BOARD OF EDUCATION, 
PITTSBURGH, PA. ; MRS, LUCILLE BANNETT, SCHOOL FOOD SERV- 
ICE, SPARTANBURG, S,C,j JOE STEWART, DEPARTMENT OF FOOD 
SERVICE, BOARD OF EDUCATION, DISTRICT OP COLUMBIA; AND 
JOHN FERRYMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN SCHOOL 
FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION--A PANEL 

Miss Martin, Mr, Lehman, we are going to conduct this ns a 
nanpl, I am going to make some opening remarks, and if it is all riglit, 
I will mtro(hice the panel at the close of my remarks. 



; Vftift, Jo^^philnp Martini (jdn\lnbtrato.t of tho school fooil servko^ 
progmm ih the GcorglR popartmcnt of E^urnllofl'fiml dfolrmftb o/i 
\M <^ominltt?o, of the, Americftn Schpol Foo4.$er.vl?6 

-'^^c)n(sml)6fa of tHo pantl and I are here today representing As^^ A, 
fti) ofganiz^Upn pi 68,000 members. In belialf of ASFSA, I ?xpwss 




cbjild nutrition 
Iron hav^ I?e€t\ 
emergency measures 



. ^J^iiW>vol) I retnember that day In May 106$ vAm I, a3 timber ^ 
df/AniJtljer ASFSA mnc), tastified Wore the Education and Labo^ 
:Comnult^e, that millions of tfqor children In America wore hi^ngrv 
:,l>ecauso no huul^ wero available for mcalH, and this coirtmittee f^^^A 
:5*Alow much is needed, will $10 inillion h^lp?" And $60 million was : 
; made available for the next 5?chool year. , 

Slnc^ .that historl<i moment, the tunnng poii)t In i 
:Pro^rani^, mor^ ade<juate provi^ons for feeding chj|d 
•made J and more crises have been ntet wltb emerge 
^ generated by this committee. 
, By way of introducing the panel today and the need for legislation 
to cross the current obstaclej^, I wish tp revie^y the legislative pi:ogre5S ' 
made since 1968 and mention ^omo current crises, \ 

Since that historic day iu t068 th^ number of economically needy 
children receiv ng luncbe^$ hm increased from 2.9 tnlUion (o S.6 million 
and Uio number receldng breakfast has increased front 413,605.- 
(January 1970) to 1.218,264, January 1973. 

rhousands o( school^^ have started Umfh programs because of 
equipment made available ihro^iffh nonfood assistance. Since fiscal 
yeat 1069, the number of paHicYpating schools has increased from 
Um to 85,813-Janaary 1973. 

..Thp 1970 amendments to tho National School Lynch Act and 
Child La\v 91^248, 615, May 1^, WOr 

hailed by many as the mpst far-reaching legislation for child ni\trltipn 
since the passage of the NSLA in J946, guaranteed ecopomic^lfy 
ne<idy children the n^ht to a free or reduced-price meaL Jt authorized 
use of funds for tr^minij, and nutrition education an^l for develop- 
mental projects; it estaDiTshed a National Addsory Council to review/ 
progr^ipis and report annufilly to the president and the Congress:' 
it dlrectod U§DA to establish regulations controlling the sale of 
competitive foods. 

In NJarch 1971 with the introduction of the universal school food 
service apd nutrition education hill, It appeared, because of your 
, leadership, that the goal of ^'putting an end to hunger in Amerlca*s^ 
classrooms** was in sight. 

Sinco passage of Public Law 91-248 which authorised I percent 
pi child nutrition program funds for nutrition education ana- train- 
ing—which would amount to aporoximately $14 million— the appro- 
priation has not exceeded $1 milnon* 
:Tho present food shortage, nutritional labeling, and abundance of 
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funds for StM^^ ftdmlnklrAtion md no funds for local ftdmlnlstrntion 
m the face of increased workloads. 

But 6las, in August 1971, USDA proposed rcgtdations which would 
reduce special assistance per meal to 30 cents from 36 cents in the 
previous year. 

The pronipt response which you and Senator Talniadgo made to 
this proposed ftction generated th6 joint resolution Public Law 02-163 
which (1). established a guarantee to the States of 40 conta per lultch 
from special assistance or tho cost of the meal whtchover js lesser— n 
gviarantee necessary to implement Public Law 01-248— and (2) 
guaranteed a mimmum level of 6 cent^ per lunch from section 4 funds. 

Amied with this legislation, Stdtes and local operators could pro- 
ceed with contidenco to feeding children. 

PubUo Law 92-433— n,R, 14898, September 20, 1972-strengthencd 
child nutrition by: 

(1) Changing tho allocation of section 4 funds to States from 
a formula basis to a performance basis. 

(2) A^urtng the States a minimum of 8 centa for all lunches 
^4^^^^ P^*^ breakfasts and 20 cents for free breakfasts. 

(3) Authorizing States to make advance payments to local 
school systems. 

(4^ Iticreasing ijonfodd assistance authorization to $40 million. 

If I (5) Expanding breakfast program to all schools. 

Although Public Law 92-433 contained thes6 five major provisions 
which .strengthened programs, amendment .7 which rescinded tho 
authont); of USDA to establish standards for controlling the sal6 of 
cornpetitive foods presents ^ threat, both nutritionally and financially. 

As school food service operators move into 6 new school year, not 
only are wo faced with operational problems of skyrocketed food 
costs and food shortages, but we are faced with a competitive food 
service which will drain dollars and appetites. Both result in higher 
operating costs for school food serWce. 

The increase in monetary gains of Public Law 92-^33 so badly 
needed with rising food and labor costs was quickly overshadowed 
early in the 1972-73 school y^ar by tho ^'^hortfall'' in USDA foods. 

Ihe schools were not prepared for tho cutback, and many, literally, 
were ready to close shop. Some, especially parochial schools, will not 
open the lunch programs in September bc<i|ii6e'of severe operating 

COSt-S. ' 

^ However, Public Law 93-13, ILR, 4278, tho legislation which you 
introduced to require USDA to pay States in cash for commodity 
shortfall, salvaged the program for 1072-'73. 

■ The number of economically deprived children receiving lunches 
has increased from 2.9 million to 8»6 million and the number of 
children receiving breakfast has increased from 473,000 to l,2i8,OO0. 
Thousands of schools have started lunch programs because of equip- 
mcnt made available through nonfood assistance programs: since 
fiscal 1969 the number of participating schools has increased from 
74,800 to 85,800. 

Without your Icadcrsliip, Mr, Chairman, and members of the 
committee, the child nutrition program could not have increased it^ 
reach from 20-1 million children in 1966 to 24.7 million in March 1973. 

Mr. Chairman, prior to Public Law 01-248, the fanulies of many 
poor or near-poor children were struggling to send lunch money to 



w'<?ro often sorving Inadoqimto luncho.^' to 
.KCJ^ftmS*^ lirldetS \c\v onougli thai thfe' economically. needy 

4fnlw^^^ dI-24$ TiU(lo It po^ihU fot. air 6'conomlc'ally nqcily 
<5MW^f^,ft ^0 havo lunchosi at school, ami tho pbrcoutago of economically 
^'nb|a*:chi dren \m increased front 16 to 34>8 percent, 

Mjllloris of addUlonal dollars— and njost of lhp«6 fund& havo been 
?pfcni to fpcd TXiovfi n^cdy children— havo n)kd6 (t^ poi^Wd foi* sd)6^>l9 
to uripfovoJho ine^l <i\iality, HoweveK tho incVoafeo of ^ett!on 4 ftmds 
^ hu only bo<^n 3 cents per mcali and inuatton \m moro than offset thin 
^modbst lncrca.:c. Tlvv i^cr :ncr.! co^t for labor alorio has Increased at 
J«ft^t 6 cents^ per meal, ' ' 

/ Schools havo had to h\creaso sala prices. Paying children Mii^ve 
* dropped oui, In spite of the dropovitij of the crossovetv Iho beautlfnl 
. mi is' that 3.6 mllllori more childrert have lunch nb^ than hi. Id09, 
Our conqoni H how do svo retain ihii mcreaso, and how do m reach 
more phi)dren; bpcaoso tliero are apnroximaloly 44 million ohlldron 
In Amcnca'3 schools every day and vvo are falling for short ot meethig 
-ihonedd,. 

; Without your leadership, school food sevvkc operators co\ild not 

;havo withstood the crinid of these past few yec^rs. could not have made 
iho gms, and could not he serving, even 23 million childrOA today; 

Nfr, I^<5hman/ frankly we are distressed with the statement of the 
ySDA this monung which hidicates there are no financial prObUnns in 
school t6qi\ $ejrYlco. school food service operatoi^ we know that we 
are undoabtt*dly facing the most severe financial crisis yet to be en- 

Vcouutercd.^ ^ , 

^ ]Food prices have skyrocketed; not only beef at\d pork, but chicken 
which schools have so. heavily reltoi! on because of its price and 
popularity, has now moved up ill price. The same price ?iituation is 
trite across the board— fruit and vegetable.^, potatoes and beans, as 
well as milk. The panel niembers vdn discuss more fully the specifics 

' of the price Increases^ 

The USDA cited 12.5 peicent Increase In food costs in the past J2 
months^ and the labor cost increase of 2 cents a meal, will result in 
a minimum cost increase of 6.6 cents per meal in 1 973-74 j and in 
many places the cost will be much more, The appropriations bill which 
now rests in conference j^rovidea only 8 cents pel* lunch froiu section 4, 
and 40 cents from sof;tion U, the same amounts prov^jdcd h\ 1^73 

^ n^^eal year budget. 

In the past 4 years, tlie administration has nskcd Congress for only 
$20 million additional dollars, and yet you, theMembers of Congress, 
have provided more than $500 million. We know that wo are going to 
need more th^n the administration has asked for this year. 

The donated food picture for 107,^-74 is dismal, I have heard from a 
reliable source that U$DA purchases for food wjll be less than 40 
percent of the 1072-73 purchases; and that family feeding program.^r 
rathcV than child feeding, will bo giveii first priority for uSl)A foods.^ 
If my calculation is correct> based on that projection of purchase's/ 
we can only count on 2.1 cents worth of donated food in 1073-74 
rather than the 7 cents contained in the appropriations bill. 

We ask the members of this committee for help. We apobgizo for. 
constant and frequent demands for help. However, \vith vmexpcctcd 
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ovonU which drrtsllcally and clrftinatlcftlly affect child feeding, wo hnvo 
no recourse but lo come to the CcngiCvSS for help in continuing to 
8orvechildreu through the child nutrition program. 

ILR. 4974 contains provlslon^^i for immcd&to hcl^, and has pro- 
visions W'hlch will help span the gap to rniversal school food service 
and nutrition education^ tiio only sohulon io patting an cpd to 
mmgor In America's scliool^. 
: jfrR. 4074 contains four major ar^jas: 

- yOvi^f it provides imtncdinto financial assistance by increasing the 
level of section 4 aasilstonce to |0 cents per meal. We know tho need 
is 12 cents, but this bill is WTll'ten at 10 cents. 

It increases the level of section 11 to 46 cents per lunch. 
: : It provides for cash payments in lieu of commodities where a 
snprtfall exists. 

It increasos br<)akfasl reimbursement to 8 cents and 28 <?cnls for 
paid and free meals. 

And in $pltc of the fact that the Secretary indicated this morning 
they did not foresee a problem in breakfast program reimbursement, 
those of us at the operating level realixo that many Schools are not 
beginning breakfast programs, or aie closing breakfast progranis be- 
cause of Inadequate funds. 

Second. H,R. 4974 establishc?^ a program of nutrition education and 
provides rot st^datds for foods served In schools. This will carry out 
the i5tat<Kl obf(5Ctives of tho national school lunch program regulations, 

Third, H.K. 4974 provides a framework for cooperative develop- 
mcnt of regulatiotis;arid expands the National Advisory Ooiindl. And 
(t provides for prog^anV expansion. 

U is my pleasure to present to you a panel o( ASFSA members who 
will discuss the need for the provisions contained in H.R. 4974. These 
witness, food service operators, know the problems by direct experi- 
ence, They know that the child nutrition programs will fall short of 
the goal you established in 1968| and will deleriorato without the 
statutory aiul funding authorities contained within the bill. 

First 1 present to you Mrs. liUcllle Barnott, who will speak on the 
nutrition education and food standards contained In the bill. Mrs. 
Barnett is president-elect of the American Food Service Association, 
and fo.od service director from Spartansburg, S.O, 
Mr* Lehman* In consideration of the time, you may make any 
Bumnialion. Your written statements will go in tne record, 
Mrs. Barnett. Thank you so much. Wc do thank you tor this 
opportunity. 

Wo are a Nation, of course, who n^ake a lot of progress. We are quite 
appalled, however, in the fact that nutrition education has made a 
shameful retreat. 

The national nutrition survey shows that 60 percent of the Am^rU 
cans In 1965 had a good diet, In 1965, only 50 percent of the American 
diets wore considered good, Today, 18 million mothers are working 
outside the home. They have insufficient time to prepare adequate 
meals. The entire family has a different schedule. Iliey have plenty 
of money for snacking and have too little training in eating for then 
health's sake. 

The fact that a good assortment of food is available in the liomo is 
no indication that the family members will choose to cat it. In our 



ijt^k A^^^^^^^^ cSdiicftiion must not b6 an extra, the tdg-on IhiltUhal 



A'n^d ydU)* leadership, esUblishlng th'o nutrition oducatioto 



,4w<^ii^%^ ftt.^^^ If we Just have th^ i 

in 11)6 Stf^ie d^bartmentA to once gi^t this imderNvay, then we fool that 



impetus 



Jl^wlU get lt.<i rightful place in imning Ainoticauf^ to eat for a belter 
'RM lortger life. And $2 million U a meager rcuuo^t iu our Nation's 
:|ifprt to help reduce the $60 billion spent annually on heajthp 

We d6 not que^»tlon the already tequlrod subjects in $cbool We do 
wonder \vhy physical education 1$ a credit-recelvinj: subject, and 
nutrition fedcicatidn hets no status whatsoever In \ho school eurrlcnlftm. 
We say that our educational system educates the whole person. Yet 
>y'e" open up our pockolb6ok8 to an untrained youngaler and say, 
^nVhftt would you like to eat?'' 

> Today^wd are puttlnff in more and more hospital beds. Thl^ U the 
revei^o of thb actlc/n. We should be putting in more tralnmg at llie | 
elomentarv jevel. it has beeti mentioned that home economics dofe 
give training, llotne economics only begins in Junior high, and in most 
(hatancea Ills only .'^voUablc to girls, - * 
"^^ fn your wisdom, jou have given us the workshoJ>, the school 
cafeteria. It is the largest feeding program in the Nation. It should be 
the greatest teacher. Wo ask you to support fodd standards that 
offer essential nutrients not iust empty calorie foods. 

You will ndticc attached to the statement is a compariisoa of soft 
drink and milk nutrlenli*. Please do not interpret Lh^l w»> condemn ; 
soft drinks and cookies. Wo condemn them when they are offered Irt 
lieu of a balanced nwa). We already have a distorted consumption, 
The average American is Consumlnft 22 gallons of milk annually* In 
contrast, 32 gallons of soft drinks. What is the consumption going to 
be like when the child is offered side by side the empty calorie food 
versus the nutritional food? 

Why not offer the sale of comic books and pornography m the school 
library? Is there any difference? 

Mr, Iit:iiMAN, Well. 1 donH know whether that U a correct analogy 
or not, but I will let it go by. 

Mrs, Bapwett. We feel that the vitally needed nonprofit food 
service that you have established cannot survive financially when all 
types of ''^ippables^^ and '*orunch}e.q" are allowed to behold m the 
. schools bv profitmaking organizations. 

Annually, ve spend JllO blljion on our teelh^ Twenty million Ant^ri-*. 
cans have no teeth of their own, One of the main contributing factors 
is a high, too high carbohydrate mtake, 

Shamefullyi 60 million Americans are overweight. And a l^^rd an,d 
fast rule thit we always have been t^t ght in riutritlon b if you leaitt 
the rules of nutrition to live bv, you will never have to learn the rul68 
to reduce by. Therefore, we have faite4 our fellow citizens in givhig 
them the trainincj that they needed early in life. 
, A stud)^ ill Oakland, Calif,, ha^ ^Hown teachers need more tr^ifting 
themselves. Students^ even in the very eariy grad^^ have bad tnis-^ 
conceptions about nutrition facts. The American public' is faced ^rith 
yet another hurdle. The implementation of the.nutritipnal labellrtg Is^ 
going to put an additional burden on the already untrained American 
public. . ^ 
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NoWj do you ioaHzo that 60 porcont of tho items in tho auperniftrkot 
today wore not present there 20 yearn ago? So as to tho American 
public, Dn Jean Mayer tcslifliod recently before tho Senate, and ho 
$ald wc must have consumer education, Oar request of $1 per student 
is a ineagor amount when compared to $27*50 per taxpayer to support 
the space program annually. Thank you. 
(The written statement of Lucille Barnetl follow^:] 

Statkmknt or LvoittK BAKr^w, UJ)., SvPKRVisoa, School Food S^avrcK, 

SPAKTANHUnO, S.O., AND PUKSIDKNT-KliKCT, AMKIUCAN ScHOOL PoOO SEUyiCB, 
ASSiOClATION 

Mr* Chairman and members r>f the committee, I am LucUle Barnctt, Suocrvlsor 
of School Food Service Spartanburg, South Carolina, i'roeident-Eioet of Ameri- 
can School Food Service Af>soclatlon/ancJ a reglslercd dletUtan with Amerlcah 
Dietetic Association. 

We thank you again for your concern, expansion and financial support of school 
food service. Its physiv*! and social Impact o,n our youth ImmcasMrablo, You 
have cAtabltshiJd 9chool food acrvico as an excellent lab for outreach efTort« thru 
nutrition cduoaUon. 

Wo are ft' nation that forg<^ ahead— progTes$es--*but our progrcw In gound; 
down-to-earih nutrition education Is a shameful retreat* ^ 

The National Nutritlon fc'urvdy shows that 60% of Americans had a good diet 
In 1055 and only 60% vicre laU-^J^d good In 1065. This clearly IdenUfles tho urgency 
of ft firmly c«tAblishca liutrttlon Education program in our school?, Interesting, 
exciting and with simple per^onftl appeal nutrition education 'will bo ouf catMyet 
for change. ' ' « 

It is truly A health insurance policy for today$ changed family life, $ure, "wo 
got along all rl«ht'^ because we grew up iti a different world. We ate together at 
homo hnd had little pocket moftoy. Today. 18 million mothers are working outside 
tho homo wUh perhaps Insufficient time for good example and meal preparation. 
Family members have coftftlctlng sch<;duled, money for snacking and too little 
Intet^t. in eating for their health's s^ke.^ 

\ . Dr, Uuth Uverton stales, ''^Thb fact th^it a good Assortment of food Kavalja^blo 
fh the homo, is tio assurance Ihti family members will choose td eat H. Nu- 
trition edUfcatlon mtlst be geared to all family members— attitudes, hablt^j, iheh 
information/' , • ^ • 

Thli^ why in our schools nutrition education must not be an "oxtra/^ It k 
os^entl^l, and wo need your leadership in the jnitlal establishment as specified in 
II, lit 1974 of a nutrition edueaUoh specialist In each state educational agency. T\\'o 
million dollars Is a mea«er re^juest In the nation's effort to reduce tho $60 billion 
spent annually on health. 

Wo do not question the already "required*' subjecta in our school curriculum. 
Can wo, however. reeoncUe the established credit Kranted for physical education 
and not even an honorable mention to nutrition eJucatlon? It muH \^ placed In 
tho credit receiving subject matter. We say we educate the whole person yet opeh 
up our pocketbooks and say to ftn untrained youngster "what would you like to 
eat?** Karly training Is overdue for the longer life of vigor and productivity. We 
mgst train people with sound eating hablti that will reduce Illness, disease and 
avoid costly doctor bills. Dr. Shermah proved yeanlr ago through controlled ahimal 
feeding that good nutrition "will add life to ypur years; not Just yeArs to your HfeV 

The time has come for you of the Congress to take national leadership to place 
greater emphasis on nutrition education and its teaching In the schools. In your 
wisdom you placed the workshbb^ the school cafeteria, which has become the 
largest single feeding program in tno nation. It should also be the greatest teacher! 

In your continued wisdom, you must feel impelled to support fool stAhdards 
that offer essential nutrients, nOt "empty calorie*' foods. (See attached Food 
Comparison card reprints from National l)alrv Council.) Please (|o not Interpret 
that we condemn soft drinks and cookies! We do condemn them when tliey 
are offered In lieu of a balanced meal. Dr. George Briggs has warned us of the 
trend in annual average consumption per per^^on; 32 gallons soft drinks/ 22 gallons 
milk. 18 gallons beer, and 19 pounds eandv. 

Sclioctl administrators should not bo subjected to this additional pressured de- 
cision. Tho local vested Interest might be a doU^r-minded school board member, 
The need for new school equipment and student group '^outings** might blind them 
to tho issue that good nutrition Is a matter of life and death. >^ 
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And put Mlntlon oduc^tlon In focosl The lOnsUte sufVey (u>th^t:eAii>hMw 
'/'obesity Iri chHdfr^^n fttid^ftdoles^jetit^ ^ (59m<non ^ytrltlon-rcIaMI be^liji i^roWm. 
Tho alfho^t <iomtiUto /allure, ot program? to correct ob^Hy once tt 1| pr(^i)t in 
childhood &nd the pot^ntlftlly Borfou^ b<?hav(or^l and health <jon6equencj!S8 of 
pcwidtinflf severe obc$Uy demand of tho pediatric community ^ new level of 
cottceYn (or prevention of ihi$ condltlOfiJ* ^ ^ 

^ A *NIaroh i073 study ifi Oakland, Californl^i elementary schools oontlnuea to 
point upj . ^ . ' f 

(0 To4chcr$ need more resource teicU ete»^ about nutrition and **poi5ltive" 
wav^ to teach tho aubject In the classroom. 

(3) Student mUconceptlons about nutriUon facta are widespread. 
^ (3) Need for more foods rich lu Vlta^nlna A and 0. 

(4) FccdbiiCk to parents <^n foods to use in tho home to reinforce classroom 
Jnstruction. 

. The soon to be implemented nutritional labeling for food producta Is yet another 
hurdle for the untrained public. To benefit from this new labeling, it will bo 
necessary to tncrc?^e general knowledge In tiutrition. It la most fitting that H.R. 

4074 initiate this trainlngi , , . , 

ur. Jean Mayer testified for the need * 'to encourage and Support the develop- 



, J ment of new improved curricula to prepare consumers for participation In the 
t..' r marketplace) to provide support for the initiation and maintenance of programs 
^ ^ ^ in consumer education at the elementary and seconda^ and higher education 
levels; to provide training programs for teachers, pther educ^vtJoftal, peh^onnel; 
and to provide foi- the preparation and distribution of materials by mass m^dla 
in dealing Miih corisuhier education.*' ' 
Why shouldn't the untrained shopper become bewildered In the supermarket 
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where 60% of the available items^were unknown 30 years ago? We must establish 
a Natlonaf.Nutritlon Policy and rpllow it up with funding* ihU* i&74 Is a meager 
request to /ace nutrition education's crying need: J974, $2,000,000; 1975, 60f per 
chud enrolled and $1 per child e^ch year t^ereafter^ Compare this to $27,00 pet 
taxpayer per year for the spaci program. ^ ^ 

School food service for the health of our youth is the product of your wisdom. 
Provide nutrition education to protect an^ perpetuate the program is my fi+^al plca^ 

^ Mis^ Maktin* Miss Qertrudo Qrincy, director of school riiutrltion 
program in Malno, vrfU talk to tho point of Stftto adrtiinistr^tJon. 

Miss GftiNEY. Mr. LehnaaUi - r . 

I am Gertvude Qriney, director of school nutrition progranis, 
-Malno DonArtment of Education, and chairttum of tho Stalo Directory 
S<jotlon of thd American School Pood Serv'^^e A^ociatlon. I thank 
you for the opportuiUtv to testify in support c * H.>^. 4974. . 

I strongly support aft sections of this mh 

In tho intorests of time, and not ih terms of my own interest in 
' the bill^ I will limit my remarks to section 3, Stato Admlnlstrativo 

Expense funds, and to section 6, Rogalations, First, section 3» 
■ IFndor this section, a percentage of the aggregate payments in a4e 
to a State cdticationAl agency could be usccTidr program supervision 
and administration* At thfl present seme programs do rfcelve some 
funds for State administration provided as a fine item in the USDA 
budgel^. These funds are not only grossly inndequato for present 
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nceiU, but arc (Ustributcd iimbr a forhiulti llmt Js inequitablo In its 
ftpplicfttioiu 

Just to fi^vo vou ono exftmplo> one Stuto that soms nine timc^ m 
inrtiiv mcal:5 ft (h\y as Ano!lier Stato got:* lo^i.s tliaiv twice as nuich in 
ndmliiistrAllon fuiuh. Since 1071 the USDA hAs asked tho same level 
of fuiuling for the budget items in this catogory. while rcmie^ting antl 
receiving a 50 percent iucreaso for Federal adnnnistratton* Failure 
to request at least a sufHclont increoj^o in fundg iimuiallv to cover 
Siaiary increments, cost of living adjudtments, increases in fringe 
benefits, and so fortli, has meant that many States have Imd to dismiss 
quahfied nefsonnel for lack of funds.Many States have not oven used 
(heir fimds because they have been unable to attract qualified person- 
nel to work on a program that was so precarionsly funded. 

Since 1071 there hfts been a sharp increase in the workload at the 
State level due to legislative and i^gulatory requirements. These 
requirements while strengthening the program have made it more and 
moro dilRcuU for States to adequately administer and supervise 
programs within current staff limitations. 

At USDA-'Sponsored meetings this year State directors developed 
a formula to provide ademiftte, not ontimal, staffing levels, ^lost 
States we find are far, far VeW the adequate level. However, it is 
interesting to note that two of the States with staffs close^ to the 
fonnnla are States with very high student participation in the program, 
84.8 in one, and 80.4 in another. Adequate stftffing, that provider for 
both leadership and service, training, on-site assistance to local school 
districts, do6.s make a difference. Use of a percentage of total funds 
for program a<lminlstration as provided in section 3 appears to be a 
solution to this problem. 

l.et us examine what hfes been available to the States during this 
past school vear, if States had been able to use up to IH percent, or a 
minimutn of $50,000 of the total program funds e.xpended in 1972. In 
r\y own State we re(ieived $32/433, Unde^ the IH percent lormula we 
would hftve been able to use up to $90,dOO;This would have bWU^^ 
us within or very close to the adequaiio slalRrig level. 

Connecticut received roughly $43,6i»0. They w^ould have had avail- 
able $116,000. Connecticut yas one StAt^ that late in the Scliool year 
had to dismiss tw'o qualified peot^le^ believe it was ar6Uhd the Ist 
of May, because they did not haV^e funds to cover the Increases that 
we demanded by loealle^slative Action. 

Georgia received $109,000. They would have been able to use up 
to $486,000. 

In vour own State of Florida, where they received $118,000, they 
would have had available $460,000. 

And what would this have done to the local schools? Under section 4 
money, instead of an 8-ceht-a-meal reimbursement, schools would 
have received 7.88 cents a mealj instead of 40 cents a meal for free 
meals, schools wouhj have received 39.40 cents. This slight cut in 
subsidy should have been more than compensated by savu^gs that 
would have resulted to local school districts, frondi the training and 
assistanra in mftnagement and prbduction techniques that State staffs 
could have given to the local school districts. And thi^ is very impor- 
tant in days of spiraling food and labor cosl^. 

Senator Ellender often remarked that the success of the National 
School Lunch Act was attributable in large part to the State level 
investment in the prQgram. We arc,ibBrefore- reassured to know thtxt 
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hft.^ a pm\i^lon iht^t Ihe hmU cxnondcd uiuler soctloii 3 
ishftll bft usod to supplemciU State administrauvc support sorvlcos for 
the Child nutritl6n pix)gram at (ho level provided bv each Indlvidiml 
StAte for fiscal year 19/3. 

The Department*^ presentation ihk morning v/as lntere>stln(?, In 
thatlt nppeorii that they are simporthig a lino item of 2 percent of 
iprovibus years expenditum iu the budget, and this after 3 vcani of 
iaskmg for Ho Increase NVhatsoev*er in this oppiropriation. 
i The !$ecotid pohit I w<^fit to ^peak about u j^ectlon 6, whlcli provider 
that prior to publication in the Federfil Register any proposed regula- 
tions would bo discussed with a repre^^ent alive group or Sta**^, fooal 
anvl i>thool food service adminlstrdtors, and lay citli^en^i, and 'would 
have a five-member group to w'oVk with the Department in the 
development of each regulation. Currently, moH regulations^ are 
pubhshed m prepared forni. Wo believe that would b6 much more 
significAht and mi^aningful if we were allowed to participate in the 
drawltig up of the,se propbsals. 

Probabh' the classic example of what can happen in thi^ area was 
the estabhshn\ent of the 12*cent rule a few years ago* Although State 
school lunch directors reacted strongly againj5t the proposett regula- 
tion:^, the Department published regulations in final lorm and we had 
to struggle with the problem for many months before the Department 
recognized what the States had seen from the first place, that it just 
wasn't workable. 

Early in July of this year the Department issued re^tulatious hiniting 
the special milk pro-am to schools ofTering no other food service. 
And completely elinnnating the free milk for needy children. This^ 
despite the fact that the Senate has restored the money for the milk 
program, and the bill is now about to go to co^nference. 

We believe that the Deparlment took very hasty action on this in 
an effort to completely eliminate the milk program as we have known 
it in the last few yeai*s, and for many of our States we feel that this is 
a very serious loss. 

Wo are ndndfu) of the excellent support that this committee and the 
Congress has ffiven to the child nutrition programs. We truj^t now 
that consideration will be given to the provision of funds to supplement 
the level of htate appropriated funds for the administration of these 
programs,^so that we may assure this committee that the programs 
are administered and supervised in such a manner that will insure u^e 
of the Federal program for majamum nutiilional benefits tor the 
jiN*ation*s children. ITiank you. 

(The written statement of Gertrude Griney follows:} 

STATKMEKT of OURTRUDt; 0R!Nli5f, DmECTOR, ScHOOL NotbVTION PftOORAMS, 

Maine DEPAntUENT EoucAtio^At akd Ccbtt^RAL Services, and Chair- 

MAKi SYvtB DiftECtORS AND SUPERVISORS SecTIOK, AkEBloAN SCHOOL Fo6d' 

Service Ab80ciatio>i 

Mr. Chatrman and members of the comtnUiee, I am Ocrtrude Grinoy. Director 
of School Nutrition Programs, Maine Department of EducMional and Cultural 

fervjc^ and Chairman of the State Directors Section of the American School 
ood Service A^oclatlon. I appreciate the opportunity to testify in support of 
H.R.4d74, The Child Nutrition Act of ^ 
^ I strondy support all Sections o( II. B* 4974. 1 will direct my remarks to Section 
t3. State Adrwftlatratlve Expen$ca. This section provides for (1) more fideijUate 
and eaultable fdhding for state adminlair&tlve expense than is curredtly available, 
and (2) a frameri^ork for staffing to meet program needs. 

20-615-75-^6 



Ufidcr It,n. 40Ut ft norecntftgo of tho aggrcgato payment mado to a Stat« 
Education ^Agency could bo u^od for program admlnlatrallots and auisorvialon, 
provided (iMhat a given percentage of tho funds were used for field per^otinei 
holding corllficat^ in speclaJ subject mAtt^r aroaa, and (2) that these federal 
fund« would not be used to supplant current efforts fuuded from State level 
Approprlatiom. 

- Currently, States are receiving somo funds, under a Uno Item In the USDA 
budget, for state admlnlstralion of tho program but at funding levels that, aA l 
stated above, aro inadequate for program purpose and distributed under a formula 
that U InoquftAble In Its application to tbo various States. 

In the past four years (lOTl, 1972, 1073, m USDA has retained the same 
level of requests for fttato Administrative ©xpenSo fuMs. {It should be noted that 
while scekfng no additional funds for state administration. Increases have been 
requested for federal administration to provide for annualUatlon fond additional 
employees; an Inerease in lycars of over 60%.) 

During this period there h^ve been major legislative and regulative changes 
that increased the workload of State personnel. To mention but a few of those 
additional, very important, but time-consuming activities: 

1. Preparation of a State Plan of Operation. 

2. Preparation and supervision of policies and procedures, at school level, 
relating to eligibility and provisions of free and reduced price meals. 

3. Completion of a Civil Ulghls Review of at least one-third of the piograms 
each year. ] T 

4. Assistance to schools In determining meal costs needed Insetting reimburse- ' 
mcnt rato for free und reduced price meals, f 

States fully roaliae that the^e changes strengthen tho program. They do not 
question the necoi^sity for these changes but are hard prcssea to administer the 
programs within current staff limitations. 

At two recent USDA meetings, State Directors of Child Nutrition Programs 
developed a forrnula designed to provide adequate— not optlmal--«tafiarig. Under 
this formula, Maine, for ejpamplo, would have 0 professional staflf members. VVe 
currently have 4 and one part-time employees. Maine is not as fortunate as a few 
of the states but much more adequately staffed than many. It Is worthy of note 
that two of the States with staflRng close to the formula, are states with very high 
student participation in tho program. Adequate staOlng-^that provides for both 
leadership and service — does maKO a difference. 

^ During the periodi too, there have been sharp Increases in salaries and fringe 
benefits. ' ^ , . 

To give you an example f rom my ow n State of the budgetary Impact of salary 
Increments, cost of living Increases, Increases In fringe benefits^ retiremeiit planet, 

ete*: . 

w§i*l^A^I}^^'^'" ?*AJ2M^^^¥i^*^^^ of programs: 1072, $69,910; 1973, $80,732; 
Wi, $32,208; and 1975, $86,318, » » » 

Yet during the four-year period there has been no increase In federal funds for 
administration. ThLs ha^ meant that manv states have not fully used those funds 
for they have been unable to attract quaked personneh to positions tnat are so 
precariously funded. Several states had to dismiss qualified personnel during this 
past school year due to Increases In salaries and fringe benefits set by ihelr fogis- 
laturcs. 

State Directors have viewed with much reluctance the use of a percentage of 
program funds for Administration. However,' in view of the inadequacy of the 
present funding, it would appear that alternative means must be sought to assure 
the continued «rowtb and emciency of the school food service programs. 

We rccognlL r Arthcr that use of percentage of total program funds Would not 
be establishing - precedent. 

In Maine I noto that in 1972 both Title 1 of the ijJlementary and Secondary 
Act and the Vocational Education Act of 1968 provided funds for state adminis- 
tration from program funds at a far higher level than funds received for adminis- 
tration and supervision of Child Nutrition Programs. 
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^ 'During iHUpajit ycAr niHny «l$to child nutrition dcparlrpenU h&vo be<^n ii- 
^Q4$(td, utider JJuro&u ot tbj Budtf<^t Circular AST, fonndircet <jo»ts, ThU per-^ 
cciiUg0 oWgod ^ainH federal admtnlstrativ^ ^xmn^a fund$ varied from 8tato 
- to State, pnf* stat* reported an assessment of 43%* 

, Ift addition to curr^n^ heeds H.R, 4D74 ?yould greatly str^agthon pnm% 
prOgTArns by: „i ' • 

Ir Providing ^ very substantial and needed Inercaso In Nonfood Asslstaheo 



;iFund?,. 

. 3. Mandating kncho$ (n all fchooU by iWft. 

: " To projxffly admjnUti^r $nd aupcrvlso the use of the Nonfood awhlance funds 
toqutrC3 highly qualiflfd p^rsoiihH, lyhd have both oxpertiw In equipment eolec- 
lion and have knowledge of and experience In school food service. 

To extend the program to all «chool« means a major investment tn fetaflf time 
in assisting local school admlnlstratora in c^ulpplna facilities and training of etaff* 
^.^t'^i^^^ iMtiuJj^te from their owa Leglaiative Bodies to 

ojtabll^h program$ it^ all schooN by a given date and have beeft experiencing 
the sharp increase In staff time that niust be given to thla activity. And while 
ihe^e activitlea must receive Immediate attention, the State staff is required to 
matnfaln its responsibilities for all other ph^ of, the program and to revlowr 



at least }i qt the programs each year, 

In view of the critical need for fundings even a limit of M% of total funds 
would go far in meeting immediate needs. Too, there may need to be considera- 



tion given to the small state that would have less than $50,000 on basis of the 
percentage factor. 

The provision in Section 3 to insure that a pf rcentago of SAE funds be used 
for quah/led personnel is one that is supported by all State Directors of Child 
Nutrition Programs for we believe It is a safeguard to strengthen the technical 
and nutritional aspects of the program. However, in light of the possible dedue- 
tions from administrative funds, indirect costs, it may be necessary to readjust 
the percentage figure slightly. ' 

Althoufth ft the name of the State Directors of Child Nutrition Programs, I 
make a strong plea for substantially Increased federal funds for State adminW 
trailon, 1 do not w6nt to leave you with the impression that we want these federal 
funds to replace any state funds currently available for program administration. 
Senator Eliender often remarked that the success of the National School Lunch 
Program^ was due In large part to the f^tate level investment in the program. We 
fully endorse that viewpoint. 

Howeveri Increased demands for the State dollar make It extremely difficult to 
get substantial increases froni that quarter. We are, however, reassured to note 
that IMt, 4974 has a provision that the funds expended under Section 3 sh^ll 
be used to supplement the current level of state administrative support services 
for the Child Nutrition Program in each State. 

We are not unmindful of the, excellent support that this Committee and the 
Congress has g^ven to i^he Child Nutrition Programs. We trust now that considera- 
tion win be given to the provision of funds, to supplement state level funds, for 
the administration of these programs so that we may aceure you that the programs 
are administered and supervised in such a manner that will insure use of the 
federal Investment In this program for maximum nutritlonal benefits for the 
nation s children. 

Mr. Lehmak. Thank you verv much, 

Misa Martin. Mr, Donald misslor is director of the food service 
program for the Pittsburgh Board of Education; Mr. Bullet will 
speak to the overall aspects of the program and particularly as it telales 
Pittsburgh. 

Mr« BtJsstiiR, I am Don Busslefj director of the food service for the 
Pittsburgh Public Schools, I should also preface this with the superln* 
tendent of schools who has read the wtitt^n tostlmony as it Is presented 
and has no objectiou to it being entered at this time, ana for that 
reas6n I will have to probably stick closer to the written tet^timony 
than some of the others, , 

As to section by section that really affects Pittsborgh; section 2. the 
cash grants for nutrition educati6n; this is a much-needed sectioti in 
Pittsburgh, and we intend to use this to improve our classroom efforts 



iho oxjwlwcntftl urogram, timt Pittsburgh. Pa., is a part of, It scorns 
that those Stated that have \hh program, that havo gono thb far vAih 
it, i&hould w ablo to ftkip rlgh^ acro^ to \mi 0 of pavt II ami ap^)!^ 



in nutrltiohftl ediitftlion m well an launch a moantngful trahilng pro- 
ftratii for the various cat<?goriei3 of school food service i>er3onnen Th6 
baslo. program to teach the chief school lunch aids, and cafeteria 
progtanl m6nager:5 is already i^rogramed in Pittsburgh and only 
awaiia funding. I bolievo Mr. Yeutter refcitcd to thU thu morning in 
the oxnerlwcntal pri^^ — ^ t^«.. i ....i * . * 
that those Stated th 
iitiihould b<y able t< 

» for the 60 cents per student thai will be made Available under ..... 
Iegi3latlon. . 

Th^ s^ctlort 7 oh rein^bursement in Pittsburgh, about 5 million 
lunchea vrete served between September 1 and iNic^ 31 of this school 
year. An extra i cents in reimbuR^emer^t would offset rUing food an^d 
labor cost^ by $100,000. We have faced a lO-percent food cost iun 
ctea^ since January, and a 4*percenl Ubor fncrea^, and we are " 
faced with another 6-percent labor increase, as our workers hav(i their . 
>epfe^ntative bargaining agency. 

Section 9 deals with adcutlonfel foods. This section evades the real \ 
Question. Ate we talking about the nat imml <rhool liinch program? The 
' Pennsylvania ^chobl lunch program, or the Pittsburgh school lul^cK' 
, program? T^is program is furided with Federal tax dollars, *vnd a^Mich 
.the U.S. Department of Agriculture shotdd set firin rules regul^^ting 
-competition agalnat such a program, Strong Isngy^ge was Used in thi« 
connect on w:Uh competitive foods in previ6\isf legl$latbn; ' , . ' - 

I implore this body t<> returr^ to a Hm §tin(je against any thihg 
twould compete agamst a sehool lunch program for Its fands. The I 
, Utigltage in the pr^ent leMslalldn \\ aiffein^t all prin^iplt^ as stated In 
the breamble, md thfe purpose m the Jfatfoiial Schobl Ltihiih AijC i)f 
1948. Why shotlld tb6 school Uineh program be dilutod by wifUng soda^ V 
pop and candy in direct competition with itself? 

X might add here that I had a copy of a letter from An attorney 
represeritiiig a vending tompariy, :atid >h$n thil 1^^— the present 
law— went into effect, this attorney wrote to pi^neipftjs In, the dlflrtct 
relatinfif how they could sell legi^lly, ^unposedly; Our rules in Pehhsyl* 
vahia did not pefmit this, but they Btill flooded the State with letters. 
And when it comes from an attoitiey» the prit\cipals feel it comes from 
a good source and therefore, that lhe vending machines were per- 
missible in the cafeterias. 

I turned this letter over to our State director for further : 
investigation. 

As to section 10, the special asj^stance, Pittsburgh has about 10,600' 
meals a day that fall Into the c^te^ory of free or reduced price lunch. 
The school year is 180 days long. Thus this increase of 6 cents would 
help oifset the rising cost In Pittsburgh by $176,000 a jear. 

The rate of reimbursement Under the same section, the provision 
for allotving the rate of reimbursement to rise with the cost of food and 
labor, is a giant step forward for this program. Rising costs are a con- 
slant squeeze on budget and needs of a food service administration, and 
this bill provides for a means of taking the ups and downs, the financial 
worry and the cost-cutting schemes out of the program. 

When costs continue to soar, and prices are nxed. souie other form 
of relief is needed to maintain quality food service. This is a farsighted 
provision, and this body should be congratulated for incorporating it 
m this nil. 



ih6 prpvislon rcgulftUiig the perceiU of needy studcuU lu ?k glvoa 
40(lucft(Ion urt t h also comm?nclabl<^. Kighty*fiV6 percent U high; biiV 
: tijo papomork ollmtuatcd whoivso many tm or reducod-prlQo funchos 
^::m\ tickots mu^t bo hahddd out, comparod to tho work eHmlnftted In 
this typo of mn, is a great help to tho workers. 
, Section 1? rodeflu^ schooU without food sorvlcc In present leglsl(\- 
' (iQU. school$ with a tcwporftry food sorviep, caunot parllcipato hi 
nonfood aj%$i^tat\ce fund$, Pittsburgh haa 38 school on a temporary 
'Stopgap program. This came ftbout because a largo rfroup of cltl/.ons 
'\camo to the bo^ird and requested food in the so-called poverty or low* 
lacomo areas, ^ho board studied the request along with tho available 
altornative.s, atid tho type of service to bo offered, and finally tho board 
decided on a temporary cold lunch prpgranv 

Now, to label those schooU ^'oxUtlng nrogramji'' would bo unfair. 
Out present Estimated cost of converting these schools from temporary 
cold lunch jprogram to a iiottiUnent program capable of serving hot 
foods also is approximately $320,000. 

Pittsburgh Is ready to move forward on it^ commitment, #*.nd will bo 
rcquo.stmg nonfood assistance funds for most of tho 35 elementary 
schools mentioned above. Again, this is a very far^lghted provision 
and I congratulate the authors of this legislation. 

Section 13 increases tho nonfood assistance appropriation, It Is only 
reasonable that if this body is g^oing to mandate a lunch program 
a part of the school lunch, day in every year help must be provided 
to provide the necessary equipment, and so forth, to do the lob we!h 
Pittsburgh still has 34 elementar)^ schools without food service. And 
an amount of approximately $300,000 will bo needed to establish 
proerams in the^e schools. 

1 ho question arises as to whether or not the $40 million in thl^ bill 
U enough for 1974 and 1975 natibnallv, if you mandate lunch in all 
scliooU by that time. U scenes reasoriaolo to question the advisability 
of imposing both of those llmit^itlons if the expansion is to bo rapid , 
)roviUe enough funds to take care of the quick demand. If moro time 
s available, stretch the needed expenditure over the additional years* 
Section 16,j local administrative funds, would help reduci the 
overall cost <^ the total program. At tho present time Pittsburgh 
servos lunch in 02 attendance units. iThis Includes day care, and clind 
centers not housed in our school buildings. This i)rovislon would 
immodiatelyy therefore, release 23,000 for other Pittsburgh program 
needs. ^ ' 

Tho oveyall picture of this legislation seeiris bright and clear except 
for tho stigma of other food provision. 

Congratulations to the authors of this bill, and a sincere thanks 
fn -m across the Nation will be duo the Congress when it approves this 
legislation and appropriates the necessary funds, We hope thi? will 
bo soon. Thi^nk you. 
Sir. Lehman^ Thnnk you very much, 

Miss MARtiM. Mr. Joe Stewart. Director of the Department of 
Food Services in the pislrict of Columbia, will speak to the financial 
aspects of the bill. 

vMr. StEWAHT. Mr. Ixihmau, I represent a school lunch operation 
that has grown annualb; from 33,000 typo A daily lunches in 1060 to 
more than 65,000 daily in 1973. In the District, we are reaching more 
needy students than ev^or before in its history. In 1069, 67 percent of 
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.ftll lunches somd wore scrvod to needy children. In 1973, that figure 
has grown to 80 pefcctit. 

;i: In addition to oUr s6h<k)Munch hmch program; we serve a dnilv 
.,avorftg<!i 6f 16,000 freo breakfasla. 

.LrYH*A^*¥^^>' ^^^^^y ^^^^ support of IMl. 4974. My support of 
thjs bill b duo to an idontiaod need that 1$ being lived daily by school 
imch supotvlsprs throughout thb country* Wo have observed recently 
; h6tisewiye$ colng to tho streets in protest of l\lgh food prices. 

1 ho school lunch supervisor is ho less affected by the upward move- 
rnent of food prices than the housewife, They are no less affected by 
the increasing labor Costa than restaurj^nt ownen Quite often, we 
are more adversely affectod because In addition to the actual cost of 
food, we pav locked-in transportation charges for deliveries and high 
wage rates fof labor. As a result, we are left with two choices: to 
cte^a the selling price to students and tax them out of the program, 
or to reduce the quality of our meals served in the program, such a 
decision in our opinion is selecting between the lesser of two evils. Oyr 
only alternative to this deolsjon as wo see it is additional Federal 
assistance such as provided for by H.R. 4974, with itvs oscalatitig 
clause subject to changes in the operating cost. 

In an effojrt to dramatize this ne6d of which I speak, I offer to you 
data experien(5ed by the D. of O: public school system between 1972 
and 1973 fiscal year. 

Examplo No. 1 : We exnefienced a 0,Q0^9 increase; With a purchase 
at our volume of 20 nalUoh hSaU*plnt cartons, we can anticipate an 
increase of $118,000 next year, 

; Vl\ chicken [thighs, a 32*cent-per-pound increase. At our prasent 
purchasing yolume, this represents an .increase of $10,040 anticipated. 

Ground beef— and we are not getting any in commodities— we have 
experienced an increase of 22 centa per pound. This represents an 
anticipated increase of $44,000 in 1974. 

^ Tacked onto this is the increased labor costs. We experienced an 
increase of 12 cents per man-hour. At our staff level working 1,296,000 
man-hours per year, an increase of $165,600, not including staff 
benefits. 

From these examples, gentlemen, the least possible Increase w*e can 
anticipate is $334,000 in fiscal year 1974. 

In addition to these increases n^entloned from tho records of District 
of Columbia Public Schools operation, I offer to this committee as 
part of my testimony to be entered into the record an article taken 
from U,S. News & Worid Rcnort for July 16, entitled, **Why a Food 
Scare in a Land of Plenty?'^ and 1 wish to quote one passage froni 
this article. It is entitled '^Gloom in the Midwest.'^ 

"In the Nation's agncultural heartland, there is gloom about the 
future, A survey by tho Chicago bureau of U.S. News <!t World Report 
found general agreement in the Midwest that still higher food prices 
and perimps severe shortages are on the way— no matter what is 
done now about price controls," 

Factors not alluded to in these examples include our need for legis- 
lation on the bill on tho breakfast program* Far-reaching legislation 
for the first time is found by school lunch operators throughout this 
country witliin this legislation for the first time which provides for 
costs^ provides legislation to cover costs related to labor costs, expend- 
ab'ri Items costs, transportation and other costs. 
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?jllt^^^ the b«yif^Vp^pS^^ hM' ; 

" " - -^.j, 3p|^0jiptono«$ cei^eal/ milk, and jyicj bteafef afe^ betftii^> , 
IJmitftuoni We couM not effort to offer ydrioty bcoaus^ 
Wfftsf. Ifhi^J^glsUHdn will greater' vwiety>ndi\ 
diatntls fi^m g6mg to food tidditlvcs or food f^jrittifc- 



of AgnouituTft stlrplus food program. In 1973 \vo did not receive ground 
^" beef «nid very little grouted pork, \ 
}^:':^r We w0 nbl optimistic about receiving poultry in 1^74. 

Afifain I would like to entfer into the record from the same atticle 
in U.$, News <fc World Keport a statement. made by Mr. Lester K» 
v Brown/ authority on United Stated and world food produotionj 
- ^vritten in answer to the question, 'How long are Americans going to 
till - bo forced with shortages of food and rising prices for groceries?*^ 
^! J' . ; Mr. Brown responds, and I quote, *Tood h going to contimio to bo 
; . in short supply, not only in the United States but ground the world 
. generally, for at least the next year, Beyond that wo may be faced 
^^.-V^ . with chronic global food scarcity for the foreseoftble future." 
^Jp-: It is for this reason that I support H.R. 4974. Because, in spite of 
the generosity of PubUo Law 93-13, shortfall funds do not restore 
|0 ^ our purchasing po^yer by 100 percent. 

, / I feel thatll.R. 4074 is needed by nearly all gcigraphic areas. 
X . Stat^, countries and territories of these United States. But 1 feel 
^ that it is more especially needed by urban cities where the concentrated 
' population is stricken by economic deprivation; where food prices are 
Higher; where wages are higher t where welfare Une^ are longer; where 
working mother^ are greater; where the family meal cannot be supple- 
ft<^ menteci by a backyard garden; and where a child^s only balanced 
meals may well be the school breakfast and lunch. Without legislation 
|;t ^ such as Il.R. 4974, school cafetorias all over this country will be forced 
1^^; to reduce the natural quality of their food to live within the financial 
;^ restraints and reduce to artificial foods or food alternates, or perhaps 
. be compelled to close their doors entirely, 
5'^^ Because of these possibilities, Mr. Cliairman, I think Il.R. 4974 
f^f. has H much more important menage. Hidden in this legislation is a 

\' question of morals that deals wth needy children of this country. 
f^l' " And my question then is, where is the American conscience, that 
K% we woulcf feed the inhabitants of foreign countries when the many 
needy children of this great county are forced to eat arlificial foods 
or not to eat at all? I strongly support this legislation that deAls not 
only with the question of adequate education and finance, but also 
I?. * the question of our commitment to a moral standard. 

1 thank you for an opporturJty to have given this testimony, 
[The ^^Titten testimonj' of Joseph M. Stownrt follows:] 

^ Statement of Joseph M. StrAVAaT, Dirkctob oi* Food Seuvicep, DuiKict 

or CoLijMBt^ PuBLto School? 

fe" V * Mr. Chairman and members of the commitu^^, my name h Joseph M. Stewart. 
s>v ' ;r 1 am director of food services for D.O. Public Schools and State Child nutrition 
. director. My testimony is in sole support of H.It 4074, My support of this biU 
I,;: ' ts duo an fdentjfied need that is being lived daily by school lunch supervisors 
fm\ throughout these United States. I represent a school lunch operation that has 



grott'h annually from 33,000 i>'|>o *^A" dally Umi\c^ in \m, to m^ro than 05,000 
Mmy in VY 75. Wq arc rcAChfng mu: nt^dy students in IXO., than ev^r before 
ifi Iw hblory* In 1969. 5T% of all limohcd served were free. In 1973^ that figure 
has cllmped to 80%. In addUton to our school luoch program, wo *mvo a daily 
average of 16,000 breakfa^it^, of which all are served lo ne<;dy children, 1 shftli/ 
thercrote, dire^jt my comments to the fundjt^g rela(<^d area^ of Il.lt 4974, and 
; apeak alK)ui the need for sec. 4, see. Ii, and tho breakfast program increase!* ealled 
tor In thli bill, 

The *qhool Umch aupervt^or Is no k^A affoclcd by the upward movement of 
food prices than tho hoiuowlfe. Tho* are no !es3 affected by the increaflna labof : 
fo^l? (hhti xht restaurant owner. Quito on<^n, arfe more fvdverscly fttTcctca 
b^^aa^e in addition to tho actual cost of food, we pay locked-ln transportatlott ' 
charges for delivOrlea and high wage rates for laboh As a rc^suU^ we are left with 
two choices; Increa^ the selling price lo students and tax them out of tho progrim, 
or reduce the quality of meals served In the pjrogri^m. Such a decision U oL^e of 
selecting bctiween the leader of two evils. Tho only aUejrnative to this decision is 
Mditional Federal distance which Is pro\1ded for In U.R. 4974, ^ith its Cscalat* 
Ink clauio 8i»Woot lo changes In operating cost. . 

In an effort to dramatTxe the need for additional Federal asf?i3tance In the^ 
school hmch and breakfast program, 1 Oflfer to thU pornmlttee the (ollpwln^ 
oomparatlve dMa experienced by my departmeat in the I>.0. Public School 
S^-stem l>otweeri fiscal year 1972 and ftscal yoal' 1973: 

^ ^ E.wnplo (1). MilkJ 197^, ,0640; 1073, ^0694; increase, ,0059. Cartons purcha^^ed 
:lnflicalyc^rim 20,000,000; 20,000.^ ^ 
Chicken thfjhs: \m, 9Mi 1973. $1.0^; increase, $.32. Pounds 




(Release, $.22. Poundi In 

Example (4)', tabor co$tj I/jwet^t pay rato^ 1972, $2,?2 pet hr.j lowest Pay rate 
197?^ $2.34 per hr. with our staff level c»f 1,200 en}t>lpycos working 1^296,000 m^^n* . 
hours per year XMi increase per, hour- $154,600 in, FY 1974, lncrea$d hoV^ 
llijcluding b^t)cfits, r ; 

' Gcntlemeni from the^e examplei?, \Ve anticipate all Increase in operating c6i%: 
M not le$a tb^ui $334,193 in ft^icai year 74, My'only consolation Is that my jjitMatlon i 
U no different from thousands of othOif .school lutich operations throughout IhU 
country, . , . , . 

Factors not alluded to In these example$ involve the area of commodity short- 
fall, My office has boen notified by USDA that wo may not receive btitter and dry 
milk in 1974, added to this U tho fact that In 1973, we did not recoivo ground beef 
and very UtUo ground pork. In addition to this critical situation, ^XP^H ^^^^ 
tho grain crista will result In our receiving fi^f poultry In 1974 than wo receU'Od 
in 1973. In spite of thO generosttv of Publlo Ll^W 93-1?. shortfall funds do hof 
restore our purchasing powCr by 100 Jg. Even Vi lth shottf all funds, wo mtfet i^ntlci^a 
pate Increased cost when locally purchased products aro used In lieu of Oov^rn* - 
ment-donated foods. : • 

H.R. 4974 is needed by nearly all geographic area:*. States, counties and terrl*^ 
torioa of these United States, It k especially needed by urban citie^whei'e the 
concentrated population is stricken by economic deprivation; whCro food prices 
are higher] where wages are higher; where welfare lines are longer; whoro working 
mothers are greater; where tho f^imily ^ncal c<\n not be supplen\ented by a back^ 
yard garden? and where a child's only balanced meaU may ytcll be the school 
breakffist and lunch. Without legl^atlon such as H.R. 4974> school ^afeterlcsiU 
over this country wllj bo forced to reduce the natural qufility of their meal composi- 
tion and go to ^-rtificlal foods or food alternate*, or perhaps, compelled to close 
their doors completely* . 

Because of these possibilities; Mr, Chairman* I think tho most Important part 
of II. U, 4974 is imbedded in unwritten form. Hidden In this legislation Js a more 
significant question— a que^^tion of morals. A Question that is more Important to 
America than the Watergate affair. Specifically, this bill deals with the nOcdy 
children of this country. The children who come from the economlcajly poor of 
this country. People who were basically made poor by this country. This country 
gained lt« economic stability during the pre- and post-Civil War era, when It was 
Involved with tapping the muscular capabilities of men rather than developing 
their minds. A^ a result/ thU country has evolved as an advanced technological 
society that is based on the knowledge and expertise of educated men and eon- 
fronted with a monster of a problem created by the uneducated poor and dis- 



h <Jop?re^ohal ho&rinw to laat^fy the nM to ptopcrly food WlftWfcle,^^^^ 
m.wmmot ihmVnm Silm vote oh feeding the huhgrylhlldrfH of Cbj*. 
' #,^P?pt An^u^Hy to support for^lgt^ c^ftftf'^^' 

Jnhe^Wi^)i» of forei^A ebontrjei wh^n ihb ^mw^^ ntJ^dy cbildreft 'of {fcfa ^reiiV: 
couniry afe forced to eat artlfl^lal foods or not to cat at all? i strongly itupport 
, ^ho eotitenta of U.U* i^Hi. (or tt 1» legislation thai no only deaU isUh tho question 
m ISn? nSI^^ and /iniin(io, but aI$o iho question of our commitment to t 

V Air, C^atrtnAo; I consider it a great opportunity and pttvllege to have been 
lrivit<^d to ftppi4r before thl$ committeoi and for this opportunity, I thank you. 

^^^ l,S|rMAN. Thank you. 

Aflsa MARtiK. Afr. Chairman^ that concludes our statements. 
We want to thank yon for making it pof;slble for U3 to ftppefif before 
thjd comnUtt^o, and wo would be h^ppy to answer any <!iue3Uohs» 

Mn LtJHMA.y. Just a couple of, questions on the breakfast program. 
\ou have 16.000 breakfasts In the District of Columbia. Under this 
ne\V bill how many breakfasts Would you able to serve in the 
;Di3trict of Columbia School System? 

; Mr» STEWAjftt. The important point in this, w^ would bo ablo to 
**i5ctend it beyond ^ monotonous w^real and Juice 5 days n week. 
^What we would hope to do ^vould add variety and that would in- 
crease the participation. The difference of those quftlifled, for in- 
stahcoj serving 62.000 needy lunches daily. Those qualified for needy 
lunch also qualify for needy breakfast.^ yet we are only serving 
16.000. 

We think it has to do with the monotony of the program, and 
being unable to do any more because of the fund limitation. 

Nfn Lehman* Has anybody ever done any statistical work on 
performance data in regards to (hose who do and those who do net 
eat breakfast in the morning? 

Mri Stewart. 1 think those more familiar with nutrition surveys 
would perhaps be able to be more specific on this. But I think surveys 
have pre vided information that show a definite link between a child's 
breakfast consumption and his participation in ft classroom; the 
child's performance. 

Mr, TiKHMAK. Also his behavior, and the way he acts in the class- 
room, as well as the way he learns. 

Mr. Stewart* Yes. 

>ir. hfiHMAN. Just off the top of my head, my kids always like the 
same thing for breakfast, you know. 

Mr. Stewart. If we could serve egg and bacon and perhaps ham, 
not to say that is what yo\i are serving, but I think they would prefer 
that mote than the cereal, milk> amrjuice. It is a bit monotonous, 
and quite frankly I think we pull very few kids out because this is 
all that they will get 5 days a week. 

Mr. Lehman. 1 think we piacticnlb'^ ought to force-fctjd these kids 
in the morning, in the way of "get thenii there and get them fed." I 
think most of the kids I see love cold cereal atid niilk, and they would 
rather have that ajiyhow. But 1 would like to see them have that 
oppottnmty to Imvo eggs and bacon, or w^lmtever, hot cakes, and 
french toast, and things uke that. 

I thank you very much for coming, and your testimony will bo a 
big help when we, have this bill before the full committee and on the 
floor of the House. 



The nox^prtnol Ia ttm hiUrlllon panel. 

You folks come right on in and tell us who you ate and we will get 
you going. ^ 

Once again, I want to thank the folks who are here> and encourage 
the folks who are coming in, if possible, to sum up your statements. 

DR, DAVID PAIOE/ DEPARTMENT OF MATERNAL AND CHILD 
HEALTH, JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY! JOHN KRAMER, DIREC- 
TOR, NATIONAL COUNCIL ON HUNOER AND KALNUTRITION, 
WASHINOTON, D.O.; RODNEY LEONARD, COMMUNITY NUTRITION 
INSTITUTE, WASmNOTON, D.0.{ LEWIS B. STRAUS/ NATIONAL 
CttILD NUTRITION PROJECT, NEW BRUNSWICK, N.J.J AND ISA- 
BELLE HALUHAN, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN DIETETIC ASSOCIA- 
TION, PABMINODALE, N.Y.--A PANEt 

Nfrs. Hallahan. Wo were having a conference here deciding if wo 
would go in the order listed on the paper. 

LEflfWAN. Can you pick up the microphones, 

^^rs. HAttAHANi We are somewhat out oi order, but I am Isabelle 
A, Hallahah/ a registered dietitian and president of the American 
Dietetic Association. 

The menibcrs of the association join hie in thanking the Committee 
on Education and Labor for this opportunity to present our views 
concerning the provisions of H.R. 4974. 

Since 1969, representatives of the American Dietetic Association have 
appeared before congressional committees to express our viewpoint 
conce^ninfif the school food service programs. We have been supportive 
of legislation that would guarantee a lunch to needy children at a free 
or reduced price, make the school breakfast permanent, and allow the 
estabhshment of programs to test the feasibility of the concept of 
universal school lunch. 

With your pornussion, we would like to submit for the record a 
policv statement adopted by the American Dietetic Association 
entitled ^Troinoting Optimal Nutritional Health of the Population 
of the United States/^ and that is attachment A. 

My remarks at this time mil be confined briefly to sections 2, 3* 
6, 6 and 9 of H.R. 4974.^ 

We suggest that in section 2, the Secretary of Agriculture be author- 
ixed to award grants and contracts for research and demonstrations 
in the development of nutrition education programs and curriculums. 

We believe that the employment of a variety of investigations in 
academic settings wovild result in more innovative approaches to 
this long neglected subject. 

Reference was made this morning by the Assistant Secretary to two 
programs under svay, so I will not read this part of my prepared 
statement. 

These are two examples, the two to which the Assistant Secretety 
referred this morning, and which are in my prepared statement. 

These are two examples of the type of programs whicli we would 
like to SCO conliuiie so that models may be dev^oloped* We should like 
to have particular eniphasis placed on nutrition education opportuni- 
ties for the teacher with the incorporntion of appropriate nutrition 



imr^ In the currloiilums of tho3$ preparing to t^ach grad6$ K through 
. |2> fell W the provisiofv of oppoJfturtltl^^ for contlftulrig education 
mmitiitlon, ^ 
Y We mcur in the utilization of the school food service progratii p a 
,kb6rftlory for the teaching of nutrition. Wo recommend that* children 
bo taught to rocognizfe th^ contribution that the mcal$ served ftt school 
n)rtKo to their niitritjoijal M'ell-bcingi 

Wo also recominend a nutrition education curriculum taught under 
the Kuldanco of a nu trition education supervisor to reflect the culturalj 
ethnic, and economlc.backgronnd of the children In the con^munlty. 

rhese recommendations related to the development and teaching of 
nutrition education are consistent with and supportive of the wcom- 
mcndations made by the National Advisory Council on Child Nutri- 
tion in both their 1972 and 1973 reports to the Prosident.and Congress. 

Wo do, however, continue to question the adequacy of $25,000 per 
State for the employment of a nutrition specialist to plan and develop 
child nutrition education programs in eaph State, iTnis ^i^m do^ not 
seem sufficient to provide the specialist with thV administratis and 
clerical support nor funds for travel within the State that would be 
needed to fully utilize the services of the speciaUst. This par of section 
2 of the bill does, however, follow the recomirieridation of the 1973 
report of the Advisory Council on Child Nutrition In which they 
recognized the need for "Obtaining more Federal funds to assist State 
educational agencies In carrying out nutrition education and training 
efforts and to provide appropriate nutrition cdiication materials.'* 

Section 3 of the proposed bill would establish a formula for the 
administrative expenditure of funds to include the employment of 
field supervisors and auditors who have a certificate of trainm^ in the 
subject areas or the equivalent in field supervisory or auditing ex- 
perience. We should like to recommend that the certificate of training 
iioecify courses in nutrition, applied nutrition, and nutrition education. 
With this background; the supervisor and auditor is equipped to play 
a better role in developing programs to meet the specific needs of a 
local situation. 

With respect to^ those parts of sections 2, 6/ and 8 of II.R. 4974 
related to the continuation and establishment of advisory councils wo 
concur with the proposal that the present National Advasory Council 
bo increased from 13 to 19 membei^s, with the additional members to 
be^ representatives of school lunch supervisors, parents of schooUage 
children, and consumers from secondary schools, t^urthermore, wo 
agree that the life of the National Advisory Council be extended until 
such time as subsequent legislation would temiinate it. 

We nrnffirm our support of some 2 years ag^o for the establishment 
of State advisory cotmclls whose responsibilities would parallel those 
of the NaMonal Council. In addition to the niembm already recom- 
mended, we should liko to have included representatives of State health, 
welfare, and consumer education agencies to promote coordination of 
child nutrition activities wthin the States and maximize these new 
educational efforts. 

We believe that a program of the magnitude envisaged by II.R. 
4974 could succeed only \^ith local involvement and cooperation; 
State advisoi-y councils could help to relieve some of the lack of 
uniiormity in the administration of school food service programs from 
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vdbfinrilmlly to comnuihity, nrid could help {n Adaptlhtf progratils to 
;::^eH<ithmo hmlculturftl needs. ■ 
. Sootlon 0 of the bill relative to "compotitlvo foods'* In schobl foo^l 
i^ery c6 progMms one of th^ subjects to which m gavl& bur ftU 
? t^rtMon n April of this yofir, when Iho as^^oclatlon butlinfed Its position 
.concemlng the vending of food fts^Uthbrixe^J in Public Uw 92-433, 

before the Sonata Select Committee on Kvliition and Humt^n Need^. 

I wooid hke t^ quote briefly from that staVaenl; : v/: ; 

\ M every child Hm had tho opportunity to Icaim ai>out the rc- 

Jation3hlp.()f his health to the fpod that he cac?, wo 8er.o\t»ly doubt htiS ability to 
conilatently make wise cholcea In the f tied that ho selccte. To offer Items that can 
be purchased indiscriminately and in competition to the planned school trioal 
ficcrtis to put a burdch of responsibility oh the child that his education has not 
pfejptfredhrmto>}^un1e. . . 

The Tybe A^^^l^ planned to meet one-third of a child's daily 

nuiritioftal Mqulremenw is established by the lUcommended Dally AUowanc<?$ 
of the Pood and Nutrltton Board, National Academy of Sclenw, National 
Kcaearch pouncil Admlntstratlon of tho re$ulattons:of this ach6ol meal hai all 
been dlrtct^d to^^ school titeeMjig thN <?bUg:atlon. Allowlrif thosal^ of food 

^ Items that do not cofne undei* the supervision of thoi^e responsible fb^ the pHhcipal 
Ipeals .f^Ned In school apoear^ to def<*t th^ ptirpos^ for which sohbdl food h^vAm 

: was pHglna]ly tetabllshc*-8implyvt<> bring \ho best possible meM at Ih^ lowest^ 

V possible price (oAh^ greatest nujtriber of chn^^^ . ; 

r 'We recognlie tbatyendinjf machlnea In sotne>l(u>tlott8 ii^ay «erv^ an inteiJifli • 
pdrt of a total school f^od operatl<^n: Qu* attitude^ th^refdrfe; (s not in opbo^tUcm 
to the vending of fodd bUt rather that all choices so pfovided be under the siip^r^ I 
vision of the pe^rsdn p> -persons responsible for; the total food operation who arap 
concerned with the establishment of the Wgh^i stj^ndard^ of good nutrition. . V:^ 

' Since preselecting a statement to your committee Irt March 1973, thi^ 
GhftirmanrMr* Perkins, has asked the American Dietetic Association- 
to define a ntitritlous food as it might apply to this proffosed legislatibif, • 
Food In itself has nutritive value only as it mftkes d positive; 
significant contribution to the health of tlie individual consumer. 
With respect to nutritious as it related to the provisions of H.R. 4974, 
and specifically relative to section 9, we submitted the folloivlrig 
definition: 

Foods which make a "slgi^ I ficant nutritional contribution'^ are Intended to mean 
foods included In the Tyoe A lunch pattern or foods which would contribute to 
one-third of the appropriate recommended daily allowance for speclfio nutrients. 

In conclusion, we do believe that nutrition education programs 
that could be supported through the enactment of H.R. 4974 could 
do much to convey, and I quote from a sncech made by the Serretnry 
of Agriculture earlier this year in which lie said that there ai^ far too 
lew ''means for conve>4ng authoritative and. persuasive inforniaiion 
to the public.^' 

We believe that authoritative and persuasive Information to 
children i:^ nece^ssary for when they are beginning to form nutrition 
habits that could help to promote their health throughout the life 
cycle. 

' We thank you again for this opportunity of appearing before the 
committee, 

(The written statoment of Isabelle A. Ilallahon follows:) 

Statkmknt or ISAUKLLK A. HallahaKi Recjistkred Dietitian, PaEBrbENT, 
Amkhicak DikTr.Tjc Association 

Mr. Chairman, I am Isabelle A. Hallahan, a registered dietitian and president 
of the American Dietetic Association. The Association is comprised of 24,000 
members who have as their objective: the Improveincnt of the nutrition of human 



4cJv«4iiWn«U of ttio«clcnco Qf djet^Uca an4 n^trUIoti, and th^ Improve^ 

ii^^^j rS^f^^^^k^ A^qcl9.t(Qri joirt in ^h^nJ?lW the Qom^Uteo EdUfii^? 
^^ft W'Mv^y^f' ?P pr<Jsenti our view* «?Qncomlng the provision* 
SrilmA'lf.l^JtB^J?^^^ 0* ftJit^'HIon education m a part 

^Kk^'^wftW Lunch and Chjld NairJtion. Act« for purpo^o^ related to 

str^hglhjntrtg the ©xtsUntt cWld tiutrhion programs. 

Slnc<nt)eD, reproseataUvofi of Tho American Dlctotlo Association have appeared 
before Congreeslon'al Comn\lttoc4 to e^tprew oui; viewpoint concerning fhe school 
food ^ervlc^ profirams, Wq h^vc {)wn supportive of legislation that would guarantee 
$i Umch to needy children at a free or reduced price* make Iho aehoolbreakfMt 
permanent, and aUow the c*tablhhment of progratnii to test the fei^ibUity of the 
concept Of untversal school lunch. 

with your permljalonj wo would like to mhiUi for the record a poMcy statement 
adopted by Jhe American Dietetic AssoolaUon entitled ^fPromoiing Optimal 
Nutritional Health of the Population of m United States/^ Attachment A, We 
believe that this statement lends support and Is pertinent to the legislation being 
considered by tWa Committee, 

In March. 1973, we were Invited to appekr before your Committee to comment 
on the prpvfetons of H.R, 4974, We could not appear at that time but filed ;v brief 
statement with the Chairman, Mr. Perkli\s, this morning I shall elaborate on 
some of the statements In our March letter. My remarks will b^ ConPned to 
Sections 2, 3. \8 and 9 of lin. 4074. . . 
Tho **Child Nutrltl<^n Kducatlon Act of 1973*^ would help to develop sound 
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nutrition educAtton programs for children, school food service persodn 
teachers, vnder the provisions of the Act. th^e programs would be administered 
through the Pepartn^ent of Agriculture. We suggest that in Section 2, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture be authoriied to award grantf and contracts for resci^rch and 
demonstrations In the development of nutrition education programs and curricula. 

We believe that the employment of a variety of Investigations in academic 
jctllnw would result in more innovative approaches to this long neglected subject. 
The pilot program In Alabama, Arkansas, California, Nebraska, New York and 
Pennsylvania that has been funded through grants from tho Department of 
Apricu ture thU past sprlni^ for the purpose of exploring approaches to nutrition 
education might well be the forerunner of this type of activity. 

Another program relating to nutrition education has also been funded in the 
six scutheastern States to develop arid evaluate the teaching of nutrition education 
through the cooperation of the classroom teacher and school lunch personnel. 

These are two examples of the type of programs which we would Uke to see 
continue so that models may ho cjeveloped. We should like to have particular 
empbasis placed on nutrition education opportupUles for the teacher with the 
Incor ;X)ratlon of appropriate nutrition courses in the curricula of thos^ preparing 
to teach grades K through 12, as well as the provision of opportunities for con- 
tinuing education in nutrition. 

We concur In the ulUisatlon of tl^e school food service program as a laboratory 
for the teaching of nutrition. Wo recommend that children be taught to rccognUe 
tho contribution that the meals seryed at school make to theSr nutritional well- 
being. The tneals and the pattern used in planning them can become the core for 
a series of dynamic applied nutrition lessons. 

We also recommend a nutrition education curriculum taught under the guidance 
of a nutrition educatioii supervisor to Reflect the culture, ethnic and ecojporoic 
background of tho children in the community. 

These recommendations related to tho clevelopment and teaching; of nutrition 
educaUon are consistent with and supportive of the recommendations made by 
tho National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition In both their 1972 and 1073 
reports to the President and Congress. 

We do continue to nuestlon the adequacy of $25,000 per State fpr the employ- 
ment of a nutrition education specialiH to plan and develop child nutrition edu*" 
cation programs in each State. This sum does not seem sufflciCnt io provide ib 
specialist with the administrative and clerical support nor funds foi' travel ^ithli 
the State that would be needed to fully utilise the services of the speotallstf This 
part of Section 2 of the bill does, however, follow the recommendation of the 19?3 
report of the Advisory Council on Child Nutrition in which they recognised the 
need for "Obtaining more Federal funds to assist State educational agencies fn 
carrying out nutrition education and training efitorts and to provide appropriate 
nutrition oducatlop. materials.'' 




^rijbory ot ^uditUii ^tp^ti^m. We should Hkd to rcoornmcnd lb4t tho c^tm-^ 
' " . . ...... ... ^ ^cluc^* 

With respect to thoso pam of Socilon* 2y 5 and 6 of H.R. 4074 related to tho 
coftUnuatlon and MtablHhment 6f AdyUory Councl}g we concur with th^ proposal 

; that the pr^ent Natlona! Advisory CfouncH w increased fro^n 13 to 10 members 
with the additional memwhi to bo i^^prcs^ntailve^ of echool lunch ftupcrvisor*. 

^ pareata of ^chool-aw children and cou^umcrs frdm secondary schools. Further- 

^ more, we agree that the life of the National Advisory Council be cxtendod until 
auch time as 8ubse<iuent legislation would terminate it. 
We reaffirm our support of Home two years ago for tho establishment of State 

' Advisory Couuc is whose respotisil^Uitlcd would parallel those of the National 
Council. In addition to the membm already r^ccmmended wo should like to 
hftvd Included repreacntatlvea 6f the State health, welfare and consumer education 
agencies to promote coordination of chUd nutrition activities within the States ai)d 
max}mlwtUos0 educational offoi^ta. ^ ^ 
We believe that a program of the m^jnltudd envisaged by H.H. could " 

:auccecd only with lOfal involvement ^dcoopetaHon. State Advisory Co^mctla 
could help to relieve some of the Jack of tmifo^hpiity In th6 a^mlnlMralion of school 
food>orvlce programs from community to Cs^mmnnlty and could help la'iid«tptW^- 
Pfdiranw to meet ethnic ^hd culture needs. . * 
i; The American Dietetic Association partlc^larly IntereMed in the proYfslpAi^ 

- of Section 9 of th^i bill relative td ^*Co,fpetlt!ve F^da'^ in school food $e^vice^ 

: ptogramj. In April of tW$ ycAr, the Association 6utUn^ lt$ po^ltton <^onceminft' 
the vending of food 6^ auth6H?^d Irt PX; 02-433. A §«temeht was, nre^cntea 
bofore the Sfinate Select Committee on Nutrition abd Humah Nced^. Jo ouoto 
bnefly from thM statement which ^upporta the amendment to the currehi law 

, proposed Irt H.U. 4974 J ' . ^ . ^ . - 

yVtiiil such time aa eVery child has h^td the opportunity to learn aboiji the:. 

' relationship of his h* alth to the food thW he ^ti, we seHousiy doubt his ability: 
to consistently make ^'(sc ctjolec^ iiH the food that he aeleeis. To offer itemi^ that. 
Can be purchased indiscriminately and In Competition to the planned school meal? 
seems to put a burden of responsibility on the child that his educatlon'has liot 
prepared him to assume, 

'The Type A luneh pattern was planned to meet one-third of a child's dally- 
nutritional requirements as established by the Recommended Dally Allowances 
of the Pood and Nutrition Board, National Academy of Sclences-Natioi^alRe-^ 
search Council.^ Administration Of th^ regulations Of this school meal has aU been 
directed toward the school meeting; this'oDllgatlon. Allowing the sale of food items . 
that do not come under the supervision of those responsible for tho principal? 
meals served In school appears to defeat the purpose for which school food servjce 
was originally establlshed^lmply to bring Ihe best possible meal at' tho lowest: 

^possible price to the greatest number of children. 

^ ' We recognite that vending machines In some situations may serve as an 
integral part of a total school food operation. Our attitude, therefore.' Is not in 
ODposltlon to the vending of food but ratber that all choices so provldea be under- 
the supervision of the person or persons responsible for tho total food operation 
who are concerned with tho establlshmenl of the highest standards of good 
nutrition.** 

Since presenting a statement to your Committee in March, 1973, the Chairman 
has ask^ The American Dietetic Association to define a ^'nutritious food** as it . 
might apply to this proposed legislation. 

in the June 1973 Journal of The American Dietetic Association, there is an. 
article devoted to the terminology used In the practice of dietetics. One of the- 
current problems defined In this paper Is the misuse of dietetic terms: When 
tenr^ pertaining to applied nutrition are loosely applied or misused, confusion 
results.'* 

Food in itself has nutritive value only as it makes a positive, significant contrlbu-' 
tlon to the health of the individual consumer. With respect to ^'Nutritious** as It , 
relates to the provisions of H.R. 4974, and specifically relative to Section 0, wo - 
submitted the following definition: "Foodtt which make a 'significant nutritional ' 
contribution* are Intended to mean foods included In the Type A lunch pattern 
or foods which would contribute to one-third of the appropriate recommended i 
daUy allowance for specinc nulrituts.'* 





eff^U 6tt fthd ho> to wiurfe . „ 

iK0 f <8?a$ir$ AwA, f too few 4*^; thd Me ari^ for eon 




vThAjak you Hftftln for this opportunity to ^tpt^ tho viewa of the Ab6rI<54|Ctfi 

ATTACHMENT A 
iKr^liEV ^he ^oqratl o<^2^« Amtrtan PJmtU ABioclatlOD» Noyember 10C9J . 
PaOMOtlNO OPTIMAt NtJTRItrOKAli IlRAttH OF THE Po?CL\ttOM 01" tflK 

: . United StAtEd , . 

TPOLrCY STATEMENT OF tHfc AMUI^ICAN tltTETip ASSOCIATION 

^rPJ>:^: ,^T0 ruWLL the oblectlvcs of Tbe.AmerioAn Diotetlo A^ocUtlon aa stated in it& 
S^lifv:- - Corw/^vitpn, J.^., *To ImptoVo ih^' nutrition of human beiAgs; to advatico the. 
' science of dietetics and nutrition ; and to improve education in theso and allied, 
areas/* The American Dietetic Association recommends that p 
f L Nutritionally adequate food should be available for all indivlduftla and; 
families. . . . . ..... , . 

n. Nutrition service under tho supervision of quaJIfled nutrition pewKnel 
should bo & component of aH healtl? '\nd health related progran\3 and should bo 
designed to reach tho total poputation with priority W such nutritionally vulner- 
able groups as Infants, children an^i youth in the growing years, women In tho 
child-beannpi years, and tho older age population. • . % > 

in* Nutrltton education shoiUd bo available to all individuals and families 
and, In schools, should be a bislc curriculum requirement; School feeding programs . 
in which there is continued application of current nutrition knowledge ahd co6rdi* 
nation with nutrition education in the classroom should be available to all 
chUdren. , , 

IV, Recruitment and training 'A professional and supportive nutrition personnel 
should be accelerated and expanded to fulfill the present and projected neeos for 
manpower to provide tho services needed to attain and maintain optimal nutri- 
tional health of the population, 

V» To assist tho states and their communities in Improving the health of their 
residents through nutrition, the federal government should: 

(a) Develop alid promulgate national nutrition policies; 

(b) Recognlie the importance of nutrition to health by establishing ftn orga- 
nizational unit with responsibility for a comprehensive coo rdinatca nulrl lion 
program in all federal agencies administering health services; 

(c) Establish at policy-making levels, authority which applies to all deparlynents 
concerned with developing and Implementing a coordinated nutrltlofi prograhi; 

(d) Provide financial assistance for nutrition surveillance surveys, appl^?d 
nutrition research and demonstrations, grants-in-aid to support public health 
nutrition programs, ahd consumer protection activities; and . V 

(e) Establish a uniform system for nation-wide reporting of morbidity and 
mortality of malnutrition which will provide statistics on the magnitude and 
location of primary, secondary, and tertiary malnutrillon. 

VL There bo a White House Conference on Nutrition and that nutrition bo 
represented in all White House Conferences with implications for nutritional 
health. 

VII. Participation of the food Industry should be solicited in promoting optimal 
nutritional health of the population, . 

Chairman Perkins; Mr, I^onard, do you want to go ahead? 
Mr, Leonard. Thank voUj Mr, Chairman. 
My name is Rodney JK. Leonard. 1 am the executive director of 
the Communiiy Nutrition Institute, We are here today to testify on 
H.R. 4974, which is a bill to increase reimbursements for meAls servod 
to school children, to authorize a nutrition education program and 
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HQ 

is fOf^? various r^f^rms In tlio National School Lunch Act and Jho 
Child Nutrition Act, : , . \ 

Now^ thm h need for refrom and I think tho situation Is qult'o' 
grasflo. School luncho$ and child nutrition is headed to>vat<J a crisis. 
Th? nanel members^ here \vill describe various aspects of that and I 
would Hko to direct my attention to the school lunch program 
itaclf. 

The most Immedbto and obvious phase of the crisis h the funding 
In the budget Congrea^s has just no\v passed for th^ Department of 
Agriculture, which suggests that 1.6 million more children are going 
to bo participallng in a school lunch program next yeftr, Inchidlng a 
mllhon more needy children not now b^ing served. 

Now these are very laudable goals, but they are not going to be 
attained glyen the budget that now loob like It is available for the 
program* More than likely, if that budget stands, there will be fewer 
children participating In the prpgram mn in the curfen). year, And 
the reason is simply that there ha^ b^en a massive mcrease m the cost 
\of food. Since the Congress parsed an increase in rVimburo^ihent rates : 
:fpr school lunch the cost of food haa iftcre^e^ over !20.deir6#t >n3 U > 
looks as though the cost of food Is going to go up anotn^r 10 percent i 
by the timo the coming school year is over} so that the schodj lii^jch 
program Is facing an approximately 30 percent increase In thft cA<it of^ 
food by tho time tho next school year ^nds, which meart^ that the 
.per-meal coab are going to go up anywhere from 10 to 16 ceht^, 

Now, it is going to be impo^ible to nialnlain participation in the ^ 
program with the current reimburjjement rates. And I \yo^\6 likb to', 
simply refer to the table that U m itiy statement /whichl shows the' 
participation data from 1970 through to tHe projected figures In 1974, '; 

Chairman Perkins, Well, Nvithout objection your prepared state- 
ment wiW be inserted in the record. 

[The statement follows:] 

Statkment or Rodsev E. Leonard, ExtctrriVE DjREcropy Coumi/nity 
Nutrition iKSTiit^ts 

Mr. Chalnpan, members of the committee, my aame U Rodaey E. Leon^ird 
I am the executive director of the Community Nutrition InitjtutCi a noDprolit 
corpoffitlon dedicated to Improving the operation of nutrition progratti* at the 
community Uvel» ^ 

I appreciate the invitation to appear here today to testify on H.R. 4^74, a bill 
to increase meal reimbursements and to authorize a nutrition education program. 
It also provided for certain administrative and procedural reforma in th$ National 
School Lunch Act and Iho Child Nutrition Act. 

There is need for reform in child nutrition/ As a national program It Js racing 
towards a crisis. Let me describe some elements of this crtsU. The Jadlvlduall 
with me here on the panel will describe other aspects.' 

The most Immediate, and obvious, phase of the crisis Is described in the budget 
which the Congress has now approved for the child nutrition programa In the 
coming school year, 

The bud^set suggests that about 1,6 million more children will recei\^ a school 
lunch each day of the new school year than the ij2.7 million who participated on 
the average day last year. Included in the total are one mlllfnn more ii^eay Children 
than the 7.6 millloh served daily in the 1972-73 school year. 

Th(«e $,fe laudable goals. Koweverj by some secret method they are going to be 
attained, according to the appropriations action, with the same reimbursements 
per meal as last year. 

There is no possibility of achieving these goals, laudable as they are. In fact, 
it is probable that fewer children will be served by this vital program next year 
unlc^ the Congress Incre^es the reimbursement rate for lunch and breakf^pt^ 




thai can ^ hpped/or, cottild«rtng the mAeelve InfUtlon we not 
level ^ A<lditIonal funda will mRintain the pArtloipa. 

b^eVud«»t needa for the doming year, however, are only a aymptom of much 
^fcouble*, ChUdnutHtlon to a very «f^^ ' ' r. 

) It h*^ constoV&ntly failed to perform aa the USDA has projected In ita 
et mU<*te yewr Uter year; For example, each year since 1071, the USDA 
5aae<! ita budget reouesta on a prpgran) level or about 25 mlliioh children 
^*<!8Jy*Jl* lunch each day of the school year, 

.^ife^^^W^l^"^^'^ V^f^ waa aL6 million children; In 1972, the figure 
i38 S iSut m^^ «^PP^>« thenumber of childrea served 

^e altuatlpn'haa become an embarrassing problem for the USDA. Instead of 
asking why the prowam haa not performed ^as promised, however, the agency 
developed a new method of counting. The technique allows them to pfttendtl 



SH^if^^i*^ absent wpiUd<»taysch(^^ wer6 aTsclocljand thus 

M»7 mlllioji becpmet almost 26 mlUion. 

(B) The number of chjjdren who pay for lunch haa dropped sharply in the last 
tePJ®^'./!^*^ ?^lf^ ^^^^ <)hadren to the 1970 and 1971 school years to 15 

trend haa developed eyeii though about 1,000 new achools Join the program 

drop to number of chlldn^n who pay has been more than made up 
by the tacrease In the number of children wbo receive a free or reduced price 
lunch. Aa welcome as this growth is. however, the USDA has regularly returned 
aubatanllal amounts of money mner than spending it to reach more needy 
children. 

In the 1971-72 school Veao the USDA managed to save $43 million in funds 
appropriated for lunches for needy children, and the figure iu the year just ended 
appears to be about $40 mUllon, ^ i ^ 

There seems to be general agreement, even between the Food and Nutiltlon 
Service and Its critics, that about 10 million or more children In school today are 
eli^ble for a free or reduced coat lunch. Nearly 650,000 could have been served 
eirCh day over the past tW0 years with the funds saved by the USDA, 

NAT|6na\ SCHOOL lUNCHfitOCRAM PMiriCIPATiON OATA 
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Ezamlntog these three thajor faults in relation to each other leads to a number 
of duestlons, the answers to which may help Identify more specifically the cause 
of tne iUnesd threatening child nutrition programs. i 

1. Why has the schoollunch program failed to grow, particularly in light of the 
increased funding provided by Congress, often over the ph)test of the Admlnls* 
tratlottt 

2. Why are the number of paying children declining, and what steps should be 
taken to expand their participation7 

3. Is the sckx>l lunch and breakfast program becoming identified in the minds 
of children ae a prognuin for the poort Do school ofBcials believe tfcis? Do parentst 

4. Is the onlv problem the need for more money? 

6. Is 25 mlUfon students a reasonable daily participation goal for this programt 
6. Can the prograjn, as it now is administered, serve 26 mlliioh children each 
. school dayt : - 

V Unfortunately, the bill before this eommlitee wiU not answer" any of these 

auesttons* for It assumes thatt 1. More money will sustain if not Increase participa- 
on; 2. Kutrttlon education will help; 3. Administrative changes wUl help correct 
: :v other 

?p I recognise that the State directors of school food service programs, and the 
r;r:? Americw^Scho^ Association, have drirfted this legislation in the 

v;: beUet thi^ti short of a Universal School Lunch program, it will help resolve the 
jpr^blema they facd In administering the child nutrition programs. 
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Thm U no doubi ihAt ftddltlonftl funding U cruclftl. Without It, many ohUdm 
will be ^unable to ftay the higher pricw for meaU which achooU will be forced to 
charge becaufte of nlgh^r labor and food ooflts. 

mM m lew than optlml$ti') that the other refonna proposed In thU legislation 
wUl be effec^e. The problem 1« two-folds 

Fir^t, ihe Congtees bae been tinkering with the child nutritton programs each 
year for almoet 6 years/aiid the programs do not appear to be supplying nutritional 
services adequately In the commumtles of America. 

Second, even where proposals were enacted to serve specific clear and pressing 
human need, the Food and Nulijttoa Service has not sought to implehient these 
new poHoyJnittatlves, fairly oip ade6\j4tely. There Is no Indication that the nutrt- 
Uon e4ueMt0n progri^m contained In this lei^lailon wUl not i^uSer the same fate. 

Let me be more speclflct 

(a) A yew ago, the Congress directed the Pood and Nutrition Service to carry 
out a two-year program to,evaluato the effectlvenees of supplementing the diets 
StM*Ji\^^ pregnant women and of children between agee one and four. The 
USD A waa directed to use $20 million each year from Section 32 funds to operate 
the programi which would generate medical data on the health impact on par^ 
**^a&!"^'j,SS?X^*>y taTAm^ operating In low income areas. 

The USPA delayed implementation of the program for over a year. It was 
finally forced into Writing regulations only after iniense State and local govern- 
ment pr^ure. Coujrt action also was required to force the USD A to spend the 
money Congress authorised, The agency now proposes a six month program 
^^V^S^^^^^^'y^l* "^^''^ 30, 1974. 

(b) Three ^eare ago the Congrees authorised a program for funding research 
and deyelooment nrograim at both the Federal and State levels, with the State 
prosiama mrected toward staff development and demonstrated projects. 

TTxe Food and Nutrition Service, through various fiscal and administrative 
strate^ei^ hMblocged any Independent State rei^Carch and development programs. 
Propoeed 'liutdelineSi printed a year ago. have ne vet: been distributed. Federal 
reaeitrch has been minimali and largely directed at finding wAys to reduce food 
coeta by iubetltutlng such producta as vegetable protein for meat. 

Only token stepa hava been taken to look at the problems of staff development 
«pd tjjinjng, even though State program directory have been vigorously pressing 
the ySDA on the need for planning to meet staffing needs over the next decade. 

(0) Each year since the Congress authorixed the non*school or summer reorea« 
tion food progri^m^ additional Congressional action has been required to emphasixe 
that the program should bo operated to serve community needs. Two years ago, 
for example, a special resolution was Initiated by this committee to insure adequate 
funding for the summer recreation phase of this program. Similar action was 
reauired last year. 

The Food and Nutrition Service, howeverj has operated the program in ways 
which appear designed to destroy confidence and Congressional support. The 
agency has never created an identifiable staffing structure to which ri^ponsibllity 
can be assigned* Regulations have been delayed each year until the last moment 
(which compounds confusion), and Federal employees have been sent to the field 
to find examples of poor execution rather than to assist in setting up effective 
programs. 

I nope this committee, other than authoHflng increases in the reimbursement 
rates for Section 4 and U. and extending the infant supplemental food program, 
would undertake a basic nve-step reexamination of the child nutrition programs 
before proceeding with further legislative modifications and initiatives; this 
would include^ 

A new statement of goals, particularly In light of the new demands for 
nutrition programs which have been emerging since the school breakfast 
program was enlicted a decade ago. 

Recommendation on program administration and management techniques 
which reflect an awareness that the Congress wants people to be served. 
This would require an evaluation of the Food and Nutrition Service as the 
administering agency, and the USDA as the supervising Department. 

Recommendations on the long-term staff training and personnel develop-* 
ment for nutrition programs at the Federal, State and community level, 
including programs for children in school and non-school activities as well as 
other groups, such as older Americans. 

Recommendations for a comprehensive research and demonstration 
program In nutrition, including education which will be provided for young 
andold alike. 
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' n.SSJii'lM^Pi '?^J,Con|twlonal proeedure to refuUrly evaluate the 
Pfn^^fflftnc^ of child nutritloa programs to prevent condftlons from develop- 
: , m which ov^r y long negleot can breed, ^ 

^irtAftX ?lA^}f^ »^W«<>to w>Uld b6 conducted over the next stx 

. „ , . . mP^^i 9« <>ompIeted In time for conalderatioa when the fisc^ 1075 budget 

loM^ ^^^$1}"^ ¥^^^ ^^^^ Act WAS enacted 

' - ? 2i.#5*M*Vu!i^^^*' 'i^^?^ direction of Federri poUcy in relation to chUd 
> ^ : fttimtion haa b^n examined as a matter of Congressional initiative, 
^vr ^r5?*uy^^*[i*9^ problems already vlsibU, the time Is ripe for such study o( new 
' field committee to continue to give leadership tn this vital 

. Mr. Leonard. Thank you. 
ChalmAa Pbrkjns. Oo ahead. 
'i Mr» LiJOKARD. Thd figures show that the number of paying studente 
r PftrUoipatlng in the lunch program smce 1970 declined from 16 
million to about 16 million in the current school year. It is interesting 
to noto that between 1070 and 1071 and 1972 Congress Increasod the 
reimbursement rate for all t^chool lunches 1 cent,7rom 6 cent6 to 6 
cents. In thdt year participation of paid students fell fjrom 18 million 
to 16 million. In 197^ the Congress added 2 <>ents per meal, and the 
' ?AA IaH^t ^ paid lunch students appears to have gone up about 
; ; 100,000. In other words, there really has been ho change at ali, which 
f: . ; seems to imply that a 2-cent Increase simply enabled the school lunch 
; : pfop'am to maintain |)articipation where it was. . 
V , ^ the free and reduced price lunches the number has gone up 
' ' : wgnific^^ it is a very healthy increase from about 4 nullion to 
7.6 million m the current school year. Now, the reason for the increase 
can be seen, between 1970 and 1971 the average reimbursement rate 
for free lunches went up 12 cents/ and between 1971 and 1972 another 
12 cents, so that over a period of 2 years primarily because of pressure 
from the Congress, sufficient funds were made available to increase 
participation by approximately 3 million. What it means Is that the 
total participation in the program is not increasmg at nearly the pace 
that the support provided by Congress, that is, the participation in the 
program has gone up 13 percent, while support in terms of financial 
resources has gone up 100 percent. So it raises a number of questions: 
One, why hasn't the program grown more rapidly, given the kind of 
8upi>ort Congress has provided genei^ally over the protest of the 
administration? Why is the number of paying children declining, and 
what steps can taken to expand that participation? Is the program 
becoming identified as a program for poor children, arid is this true so 
fax as the children are concerned? Is tms true so far as parents or school 
adrninlstrators are concerned? It raises the question, is the only 
problem a need for more money or a need for nutrition education? 

Well, are these the kinds of answers? Or does it go deeper and can 
the program as it is now administered reach the goal the administra- 
tion sets out, wWch is approximately 26 million children served each 
day? I think additional funding is absolutely crucial, simply because 
children are gobg to be unable to pay a 10- to 16-cent increase In the 
cost of a meal and there are going to be children forced out of the 
: - program. 

I am less optimistic that the other reforms in the proposed bill will 
; ; aotually do what is hoped, because we have now been tinkering with 
4 the national school lunch program for the past 6 years and the changes 



that havo come about m really not that slimiacaftt, The pro»afe 
genetaUy 6tlU are not essentially adequate to OeUyer the services m the 
community and, secondly; I think part of the problem Is simply that 
where proposals have been enacted the Food and Nutrition 
has not sought to implement them fahrly or adequately! and I fear that 
if we have a nutritfon education program enacted by this Congress 
after listening to Dr. Yeutter's statement this morning it is going to 
suffer the same fate as other programs have, , _ 

Two years or a year ago Congress directed the Department to 
begin a 2-year program to evaluate the effectiveness of supplementing 
the diets of Infants, pregnant womeni and young cmidrer The 
Department was directed to spend $20 mUUon a vear for 2 vears, As 
you recall, you carried that bill yourself back to the floo^of the House 
and spoke for it there. \ ■ ^ ^ 

Yesterday the Department announced that they flnwly were golnflt 
to get to that program and they might spend $20 tWlUon for it, but 
they were concerned they could only run it for 6 months because the 
authority for that program is going to expiry on June 30, J07f Three 
years ago Congress authorized a progri^ for rewarch and development 
at both Federal iwd State levels and States were directed to develop 
their staff and to provide educatioti and demonstration p»»ams, 

Food and Nutrition Service, through various Mal M 
tive strategies, has blocked any indepe?iderit Staio research or develop- 
ment program. They had proposed guidelines developed 2 years ago 
that were printed, and they have never been distrtb^ 
research iteelf has been very minimal and it has been largely directed 
at finding ways to reduce food costs by substituting vegetable protein 
for meat and other siich ideas as that. But we have had as_a token 
program and even Dr. Yeutter^s stateitnent this niorning,;! think, 
underscored that fact, that they could only i>oint to two pungs t^ 
are done, and a program that has been authorized for funduig at least 
$2 million a year. , , , V 

Another example is that each year we have had summer feeding 
programs and each year Congress has had to take steps, this com- 
mittee has had to initiate steps, to force the Department to spend the 
money-^to provide more money to carry out an adequate program. It 
has required special regulations and other specific actions by the 
Congress each year. Ana that program has been operated so ineptly, 
and the regulations have been provided so late, that really nothing has 
been achieved the way we hadfhoped it could be. , , , 

So what I would like to urge this committee to do m the present 
situation is to increase the reimbursement rates for section 4 and 
section 11,. to extend the authority for the infant supplemental food 
program for another 4 years, and then to undertake a basic five-step 
reexamination of the cmld nutrition programs before proceeding with 
anyfurther legislation at this time, modifications, or initiatives. 

We need a new statement of goals, particularly m light of the 
demands, new demands for nutrition programs that have come about 
since the breakfast program was enacted 10 years ago. We need 
recommendations on program administration and management 
techniques that reflect an awareness that the administration is seekmg 
to carry out the policies the Congress has set down. I think this 
requires an evaluation of the Food and Nutrition Service as the 



^.:v^.;^ ftdmlnUt^ring agency, and the Deftartraent iteelf a$ a supervising 
lif lv p^parlment/And frankly it Is very hard for me to say that, because 
W^-WW background is with the USDA, I think wo need recommendations 
riv I long-term staflSft^ and training, personnel development for nutrition 
Ur'i programs at Federal, State, and community levels. And these Include 
lii^ p and nonschool, as well as for other 

Bis groups, particularly now with the expansion of nutrition programs 

v> ; We need recommendations for reaearch and demonstration pro- 
11?? in nutrition Including nutrition educatloni And we most or all 

:V^'' need a review procedure that Congress seta up to regularly evaluate 
the performance of these programs. So that we would no longer have 
to live with the kinds of conditions that are developing simply because 
of neglect. And I tMnk that an evaluation like this could be completed 
over the next 6 months in time for the next budget submission in 
December or January* 

Sc that when the budget comes to Congress, then the committee 
is ready to report the mtent and scope and direction of Federal 
policy, 1 think u this were done, It really would be the firat time since 
ry-. the National School Lunch Act was parsed in 1946 that this question 
ifs: has been examined SrS a matter of congressional initiative, And con* 
; ■ ; sidering the products that we already have seen, we hate desperately 
•x^ needed this kind of leadership which Congress and your committee 
" i can provide. 

Chairman Perkins. Thank you very much, Mr. Leonard. I will 
have some questions In a few momentSi 

Our next witness is Dr, David Paijge, Department of Maternal and 
Child Health, Johns Hopkins University. Go ahead, Dr. Paige. 
Dr. Paio¥. Thank you. 

Chairman Perkins. Without objection your prepared statement 
will be inserted In the record I 
[The statement referred to follows:] 



STAjeMBNT OP David M, PaioBi Associate professor of Maternal and 
Cmi^ Health and Assistant Professor or PmATRi^,^ 

MEDICINr^ SCHOOL OF HYOIENE AND PUBUO SfJAtJrtiA^^^^ 

X am DAvid K* l^aige^ Aasoclate Fro£e«$pr 6t Maternal and 
Child Health and Aitistant Professor o£ Pediatrics at the 
Johns Hopkins University School of Hygiene and Publlq Health 
and Scho6l Of Medicine. X ate testifying in support of strengthening 
and expanding the sxistlng child nutrition programs* 

Undsrnutrltlon in disadvantaged children has been 
recognised with inoreaslng frequency over the past several 
years«^ Attention has focused on various progratts designed to 
redress the poor nutritional indices noted in these children* 
The school feeding program has served es one vehicle for 
achieving this goal* Other approaches have taken the form 
of commodity distribution, food stamps, and nutrition education. 
Recent reports have Indicated that these essential programs 
while contributing much, do not have the anticipated impact 
on the nutritional veil-being of high risk children. These 
findings, coupled with reports identifying the i&ost critical 
periods of neurological and cerebral growth as the first and 
secor.id year of life, have focused attention on developing 
feeding programs aimed at reinforcing the nutritional status 
of Infants. It is suggested that a focus of attention be given 



to pr*v«ntion VAthtt than rftmadiationi 

Tha ramlfldattont of inadequate nutrition cannot 
affaotivaly be conceptualited for any point in tiit^e. To 
fuUy ocaprehend the extent of the problem^ malnutrition 
nuat be conaidered a continuum. That ta to a ay that an 
inaidioua oycle of events, often originating in uterof continues 
to take place throughout tho individual's life. The 
nutritionally deprived intant who manifests objective criteria 
or ^malnutrition in tenu; of stunting of height, weight, 
small head circumference^ and other quantifiable, biological, 
and blochsAioal paranet^jrs has already had the groundwork 
laid for a lets than optimal future. It is suggested that 
this group of youngsters who have not had their depressed 
nturitional status redressed during the critical period of 
infancy may not be amenable to modification at a later datSi 

During this early infant experience, if the already 
disturbed nutritional status of this infant continues to be 
stressed, the further sequelae of a loss of full potential 
of growth ar.d development is seen. Poor cerebral maturation, 
as evidenced by decreased DNA content and reflected by small 
head circumference, is seen. Since the period of increasing 
cell number is complete by 6 months and the maximum growth 
of brain site is seen during the first two years, with 80% com-* 
pletion by the end of that time, the period of effective 
intervention would indeed seem quite narrow. Further, the 
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•ffeoti of malnutrition or under-nutrition as regairda stunting 
of M individualf •aema to have its major deleterious effects 
dutlng the fiut several years of life, thisi too, would 
requirs rapid intervention if we are going to break the cyole 
of poor nutrition. 

Literature Review 

Intelleotual Ranifications 

Briefly distilling the essence of work done in this 
field supporting the thesis that an individual cannot effectively 
compete are the following examples i 1) Dr. Cravioto has 
suggested that the neurointegrative development of malnourished 
children is Uoking, resulting in a delay in developmental 
landmarks I decreased environmental responsiveness i a slowness 
in learning^ as well as poor retention of what has been 
learnedi 2) Dr. Biti^h has suggested that a major intial and 
oontinuting oon8e<juence of malnutrition is behavioral un-- 
responsiveness I and as a result; the child is relatively less 
responsive to this environment, and at the very least he will 
have less time in which to experience this cnvirorunent and 
less time in which to learn; 3) Or* Scrimshaw hai pointed up 
the synergistic effects of infection and malnutrition. This 
propensity for increased infection on the part of the poorly 
nourished youngster leads to further compromise of an already 




•tv«M«d biologioal and behavioral eabrioi 4) Stoch ana 
8nyth« followed a group of undarnoutished Cape town children 
for 11 yeari. they point up that the intellectual ^*ex« 
formence of theae youngatera ia exceedingly i>oot. sixty 
percent of the undernouriahed children fall below the level 
of the Icweat child in the control groups and only one just 
exceeda the meani 5) Bichenwald and Pry conclude that mal- 
nutrition in critical perio<!bof early life can affect not 
only the phyaical and biochemical profile in these children! 
but has pronounced effect on cheir intellectual potential, 
the authors point out that poor protein nutrition and eyntheaie 
during brain development can result in permanent dysfunction. 
Some of thie work in obviously incomplete ^ yet| it haa been 
shown that along several different fronts r from an anthro- 
pometric to cellular lovely one does see changes in the fetus 
and neonate who is nutritionally atressedt 
Iron Deficiency Anemia 

The above considerations which reflect the ongoing 
cellular changes are further compounded by other important 
variables. Iron deficiency anemia with low hematocrits, 
hemoglobin and hypochromic and microcytic red blood cells 
represents a problem in poor nutrition, fiutelius reports 
approximately 6SI of Washington; D.C., Kegroes exhibit iron- 
deficiency anemia (hemoglobin < 10 gm%) between 12 and 17 mont«48 
of age. 
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It it pirob^ly the moBt widespread nutritional defioienoy 
recognised in the United States. The inoidence is partioulariy 
high in iov income populations, iron defioienoy has been 
inpiicated in playing a role in systemic disease/ infection, 
growth, and possibly learning ability. These interrelationships 
appear to be due to the role of iron in essentially all cell 
systems/ through iron dependent enzyme functions, and iron 
containing proteins involving the utiliiation of oxygen in 
various fonns. in addition to its metabolic role/ iron 
deficiency anemia is merely a symptom of a more general 
nutritional and/or environmental problem which should be used 
as an index to a potentially broader problem while being dealt 
with i^s a health problem in its own right. Hius, these and 
other paranet*;rs of poor nutrition dovetail to generate an 
individual of less than optimum ability to function within his 
own society* We see what Cravioto has called in an ecological 
sense a "spiral eftect?. 

Pilot Infant Feeding Program 

Design 

The above findings prompted the initiation of a pilot 
study for the nutritional reinforcement of high risk infants. 
In progress in Baltimore City since early 1972, it is aimed at 
providing a nutritional headstart for inner city infanta 
through the distribution of iron fortified infant formula* 
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Th^ objtotivas to ba Achieved through the distribution 
of lomula Were I 

1. to provide a rich aource of biologically superior 
protein to enchance neurological maturation and 
developtnent during the first twelve rtyonths of life. 

2. To provide iron to modify and eliminate the alamingly 
high prevalence of nutritional anemia in the infants 
of the poor. 

3. To promote optimal growth of height i weight and head 
circumference. 

4. To assist KKOthers in applying sound nutritional 
principles in the feeding of their youngsters, as 
well as others in the home. 

U was the purpose of this study to determine the bio*- 
logical, dietary/ and educational impact on infants and family 
through the distribution of iron-fortified infant formula to 
A popualtion of high risk infants in urban and r«ral settings. 

Parents were encouraged to return with their infants to 
the clinic at 3* 6, 9, and 12 months. At each visit height « 
weight, and head circumference were taken and recorded. Hema- 
tocrits were obtained at the same time. At the conclusion 
of the visit, a case or more of infant formula, initially 
powder and then concentrated, was distributed. 
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thi population charaoteriiticsi m »ay be seen in 
Tabla 1^ indioaUi 701 of tha faniliaa were on m044««lVi»\^vecVc 
ailiatanoai with a majority of the parents not having 
completed high school. Many were from a disorganised 
soOial background, Ohe infants drawn from the lowest socio* 
economic census tracts in Baltimore City were all utilizing 
Baltimore City Health Department child health clinics. 

Data previously tabulate on the heights and weights 
of the federally sponsored Children and Youth Project infants 
was usedfor compariioni Xt was felt that these children, 
comparable sooio*demographically to the infants receiving 
formula, were the recipients of comprehensive medical care 
and should have reflected a state of health and growth which 
was presumed to be appropriate for the community* 
Results ! 

Results indicate that length is improved in those infante 
participating in the infant formula program. Whereas the infants 
receiving formula reflected excess nundaers of children below 
the third and tenth percentile in length at the initial 
clinic visiti by the third and fourth clinic Visit at approxi- 
mately 9*11 months of age, their pattern of growth reflected 
normal distribution as measured by the well accepted and re* 
cognized Boston*Stuart growth standards. {Table XI). 
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X iimil&r pattern for weight la obaarved« initlallyi 
tvah with the exclusion of pratiatura infanta from the data# 
greater than expected i nuAbera of infanta are found below the 
lowest percentilea for weight* There ia significant improvement 
at the #nd of the firat year« It ia not the case in the 
infiitta not enrollea in an organised infant feeding program, 
(table III) 

Hematocrits are improved towards the end of the firat 
year. This is noted dospite the inoreaaing incidence of iron 
deficiency anania cormonly reported at one year of age* On 
enrollRvent 71 had deficient hematocrita and 36% low henatocrita* 
Towards the end of the first year, no infants in the infant 
feeding program had a deficient hematocrit with only 17% 
new demonstrating a low hematocrit (Table IV) • 

The head circumference in the population studied showed 
no increase in the observed over expected ratios upon enrollment. 
(Table V). 

Current Project 
These encouraging preliminary results have led us to 
undertake a more comprehensive study to determine the impact 
of such a program in selected high risk areas of Baltimore 
City and the rural Eastern Shore counties of Maryland. This 
will permit ue to gain experience with and evaluate a more 
heterogeneous program ^<rinty rooted in city, county, and state 
health services, we feel this is important because nutrition 
as an independent activity is improper and nutrition as an 
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independent variable in any research program reported to 
date had not been demonstrated as being significant. 

We have nade several revisions in the design o£ the 
programt 

1) Controls were drawn at the same time and are 
comparably matched. On the Eastern shore, one of the nine 
counties is serving as the control county. In Baltimore City, 
Comparably matched low income housing projects in the same 
geographic area of the city and serviced by the same health 
and social service facilities are being used as experimental 
and control populations (Figi /e 1 and 2) , 

2) The distribution system has taken the form of a 
check redemption system. The health department will no longer 
have to receive, physically store, inventory, and distribute 
cases of formula. 

A cooperative effort between the two leading infant formula 
laboratories, commercial banking channels, and merchants 
has permitted us to devise a system whereby checks are given 
to the mother or guardian at each well-baby visit for the 
redemption at participating merchants for infant formula. The 
number of checks given is determined by the public health 
nurse and spans the interval of time until the next clinic 
visit. 

The merchants deposit these checks to his account and 
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.^s iRin#dUt«ly ottditttd with tho f jc^ «mour<t <>t tho check « 
'i'he oh«oK ii rouud aft la any oth«r r\ft90tiabU chock, xht 
bank then aendi ui a statement bimonthly which pennite ua to 
track and oonitor the level of compliance of each participant 
in the program* tn thia vayi within a 20 day turn around 
periodt we know which oountiea or groups of individuala are 
in need of apeoial attention (Figure 3} • 

3) Snphaaia ia being given to detemvining the environ- 
mental elements contributing to poor food habits within the 
family, and more specifically as they affect the infant* It 
is inoreaaingly apparent that thif. is a major determinant 

of the infanta nutritional status. Social and familial 
disorganization, more than lack of food may well be the root 
cause of undernutrition (Figures 4,5, and 6) « 

4) Knowledge attitudes and practices with respect to 
food being obtained from each mother or guardian. This 
will permit us to profile the specific characteristics of 
each family as they relate to the infants nutrition « It 
is hoped that this will provide a«) index to families at 
risk for poor nutrition (Figures A,S, and 6)* 

5) Nutrition education is being emphasised. We are 
attempting to determine whether education alone or coupled 
with formula enhances and optimises the growth of the infant 
and other sibling during the first year. The design will 
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Alio p«rmit ui to #valuaU whether thoie groups that do not 
r6c#iv» nutrition education are at any disadvantagd. 

() E>«v«lopnantal data it b^ing obtained on the experi- 
mental and control infanta. 

It is expected that a comprehensive picture will emerge 
at the conclusion of the study as to the role o£ each specific 
element as it may influence the total programi The data 
should provide objective information on assessing the cost 
and effectiveness of a nutritional program, aimed at preventing 
rather than remediating poor nutrition* 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHAW^CTERISTICS OF MOTKBR'S lU 
THE CHERRY HILL PROGRAM (K«170) 



Mean Age 22.8 

Mean Gravidity 2.7 

Living Children Per Household 2.6 

Mothers Maxintuw Education 11. 1 years 

Fathers Maximum Education 11,1 years 

Percent on Financial ^|^^|" 7^ 

Married 4356 

Single 42^ 
Widowed 1^ 
Divorced • W 
Separated ^ 
Kot Stated ^% 
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STATE Of MARYLAND nam t 




Kfoil*rn Short Cow ilit Participating 
In tho Infoflt Formula Program 

K Wl<oml<d C^vf^ty (Conlroli) 

J NItimor* City 
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H.A.15 Clink "j |"1 

I 2 3 < J 6 

To b# Wi^llted by CllflU Pirienwl 


13« MiU is ydur MfltiY ititvi? 
<□ Divorced 


Wi wojid Hke to lirvM ibouc tM biby^i fi(h<N 

U. I^iit ^is the list gri4< of ichool hi 
ce«pltl*dT 

OQ No ichoollhg 1; 
1 □ $r4di i throogh « 
»C] Uh through 9th fir*de 
JQ gi*!^ 
41 1 )1th grid! 
SQ Uth griJe 
' t □ te<hftlC4) or Votmorti1(iftef high school) 
Attended college 
BCD fl''*^"*^* *'' b^yofld 


14 How {hUdrtu rfo y&ur itrildy Mvt! 
Nk>nt t ^ 3 4 > 


1$. Mm Mr*y vt Ch»t chlld^ei^ Irt ^r^der flvi 
y«ri pf i)«f 

- .. nortt V i ; 3 < 1 

i ? «r nor* 


H. Ii hi priiefltly effl^l^yedt 

2CI] r»i, >irt-ti«t 

4 pi Don't li^ov 


U» Vhit t^i lilt gr4d4 of tcho^l you 
cojuptittdl - 

Of^ No ichooting 

1 [□ ^ride t through 6 

?□ 'tPi throggh 9th grjde 

3D 10th grid* 

4QlUH9rid4 

iO 12th grjdt 

*QT<«hnl<il or Vocetloflil 
(After high school) 

^□AtUndcd college * 

• QCoMege griduite or beyontf 


riiAlty Homing 

if* vouU like yoj to tcU ui something »bout your 
fmllyS hOi/sIng: 

How WW people live in yo«r horte? , . 


22. Whir* do you live? 


11. Where hi v« you s^cnl noit of yOur life? 

^□sunll cily 

3 □ S^'bi.rbi Of Urge city 

4 □SimU ioun ' 

5 □ 


1 □Howse. owred 

2 □Ho«e» rented 

3 Q Apartment, priK*te reMel 

4 Q *9*»"t«ftt» pwbUc housing, wntel 
$CI]Tr*iler, owned 
4[3TriUer» rented 

o*"*''' tJ>e<'f5' 
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How Mnjf iMIdrw thk ytirt Mr* 
. I i 3 4 1 


f"», >,Mrt 
« ? 6 pr wn 




40. Art y^g m th| fOOfl Progrw? 

^O^^ii ' " not ttlgiiU 

Oon'i know K 1 ifldlljUU 
4 CD '^o* ftot inw»iiwd er too Auch troutU 
* OOA*t kho»* 4>out progrid 


Ml itlM ftilVtf lAdoAf M^rifHa l^il*** uAh kku&l 


tl> Oo /og fi»( 1 chicit fron tM C«fiirt««At 
So;u1 Jtrvkti (i<»lf4r«)j 




do ftn, reel ooul tKi k.ooUM jfinwr^nu 
In your Njwt? ' * ^ 


prcsf»4fil? (Tho ijiiri pinor «notfinc<) 


PUlifr <)r«.1t one trutr in iich of tht roUo^lrg 

41 •'cw niiy tMldrtn ii your ^»Ou*i U jc^eoil 
S'r,« 1 J J 4 « 
t ^ ^ pr J^cr* 


1 n Uii w^riirtjl Ov<1 

Oo Mv« lAftu^h itorig* tpici for fMdT~^ 


44. Bifi^ Children roguUrly tit !unch t?v a 

V,r« 113 4 4 
_ 6 7 8 or inort 


45, Hi:^, rMf(^ rtCOlvi thU lunch frti? 
I 2 3 4 S 
w ' w wr wj"t 


U-34. Hm MjcK ibMy dQ«t your fMiN uuk)U 




46. H'm u>4n/ children reggUrly eit brtiKfa^l in 
X jchOot 6re«kfist prosri/r? 

fic. , 1 J 3 4 5 

^ ? or eiorc 


J$. ^ho j» thi OAt rtOA «h« doft Wit of th* 
wAin« for y«gr UnW^t 

2 dJ »V iothir or juirdUn 
$tZ30tMr r«lit|« Of fMtfid 


47. HOW many cMtdrtn r^guUr!/ <it M<U fn # 
day ciri pro^ren? 

Norvt 12 3 4 5 

6 7 B or itiort 


We would lue yoor opinton »t>out v^k following foods 

Mh'rch or thi^t foodi do you uink wilt give Iron 
to t b^by? (Pliite iniwer each ^ueitUn) 

laret iQNo Mby ctreil 

! O 1 2 CH NO HiiTitd j^Jito 

W. ' □ V« 2 0 No ReSuUr cow'* »1U 

5*' ^ZI]y«« iQNo B*by w*t 


Jd-)7» ><0« Mny pcoptt ^1 thtt p<riOf» ccwl hr> : 
. V — ' - (6w>*t forgtt yOur«H) 


». Hov MiV tS*s« ^opU |r« (^dcr two yim 

Oldr 

Mom 1 ^ ) 4 S 
< ? < or tun 
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li-un <ii Our f9i)0? {Cf^t\ OAly em) 


(i. Vii th^ pmtn prignincy pUnoiot 


i$> Hiv« you fvcr hid <U^s« in cooMJ>9 or hom 
l(0(io«1CiT 

rpno 

t CD Vol, In uhool 
$CD iduU •dutiltM 

tn Qjitintloft iirvUt 
$CIlIn 4-H C»y^ 


1). Oq yoy think A«t4 U lu^ir to i Ut/t 
Cir«i1 or fruU td Mhi It tiitt MtttrY 


roo4i i^Uh pVS"rft*Tr- — 


how «f wovid lUf you to t«n VI »bo^l h^ you f«d 
your t*it bit/. U thit Mill ti/ogr ftrtt biby* 
you Oo not rctd to iMN«r iny aoro qutul&'^t, 
rnink you. 

(7. How 0I4 ft tht )ail biby? 

'CJt^'MhM i ytir old 

sQJ^ 4 ' 


Id ft* jQ^u 


S^. wo(^ld you triati or fit bia or ticofi 


V. WHUHOM of tN folfftil^o foorfi ti tht : • 
bOSt wiy for 4 ^«ty to 9*1 prottlA? 

)t!3*»^y <Joi»iru 

if^fOfHOti 

SiZJfrKil 


(». Wh4t %tl tht Viry firfct mi of ^11k you ftO 
tht Ust »iby) 

1CI]*»^"^ *^Vk 

2 Q CoiwrcUl forDuU wUh Irw) (for 
'"^ $«»lU<i Ihfiill) 

>ri CoiwtrcUl foff>g1i without iron (for 
^ •xiApIti Hiilic, Cnfwil) 

4Qtvipori(#4 ilU fonM^1i(l>tti Cirf^itiOA) 

$CDCow'iiilU 

jfnothtr tPtUtt lOtctM 


HhUh Of thtio fobtfs couttf you ust to ftrt your 
fMMy proUirt? (^te«$t iniwtr ticl 4u«it1oA) 

SS. lattl ^ONo Orittf bcint 
•l/ltZD'tl 2 CD No fi*rvgt butltr 


Cy. If you chiA^d tht forvuli or «11k btfort tht 
tiby trM 6 vttkl o\4, Mhit Ml tht rcMont 

0 □fild not chiAgt 

1 QOIirrhti 

2 □ COflsttpitlOf 

1 pi VOBltlftO 

< QAlifrgU nth 

5 CD DUptif 'r»ih 

* CD^><tvif\i jp 

7 CIM^^P*d br^itt ftcdlfip 

a riothtr* iptcify 


tIrlOA li gcvM at in/ ot^cr foriouli or »\U 
prtpirttfofl fir 1 ntw batyT 



169 



#C Who 4feftf(4 to CM^^iM tH ferpuli ilU 
6f ffi-^ 1 MNkiT ■ 


}A MUk Oirf wit. IhA h^Sw hihAN (ttf ^Imj^Iu ^Awa (lA 
1 VIS ini Plvjf wmn Pf i]Ti4liy yflW wjr 








1 uH * ihrow^ 8 nofttM 














;). KM 0)4 Wll th« blby irh4A /Ow «tOPp<4 






^ C3 * ^^•'•^ «^^»^ 






t □ 1 •OaWii 










♦ CD ' 10'»6flth» 


7$. Which oftt of tht follMing »UUih«nti btit 
fUi hpw jfOM ftU ibogt fet4tft4 yeyr Uit bib/l 

\ 02 liilir thin txpKttd 
3CI]HirO«r thin 1 npfcUd 


72. Afttr yo<i fN^litf tho tlby fennull 
Kttit kiA4 of itu 41 d yoM (Hi hVt(ty, 


■* C3 ' for hfA to f<«a hi«i!f 


: □ CttiporiUd iiu, untQM fro* cm 




76. How do yoy (•€! itiOut ftidlifl tht otw blby} 
' Cj J •»Hct U niU U hirOir thtn last 


SQOlhor, ipecify 


2 Q It bo th< UM II liu t(v« 


73. Hm otd WH th« blby you iKirUi to 
ffl4 Mft lolitf fooOs In iMItfon u 'emjlt 


It thin lilt tlM 




0 O tm thin 1 toflts 
J □ 1 aoflth 








7/« Do VOU /mI thlt vAu hljl tfrtrttu^ *A 

yowf litt tiby} 




1 □ *^**y* 


S □ S tliroug^ ( 90f\t>t 




1 O ^ through 9 aoAt)ti 


Jtlj5e«* of tho tiM 


7 O 10 throu^>N U «0<tthi 
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10, Whil U jr9ur filitfe/ithfp u Iht 
fQOthtr rtliUvt 


U. Art yOii ^riuntly OfnployMl 
OVMi P4Pt-UN 


U, Whil vit tN lul 0fi4i of ichool 

OQNo ichooUrg 
^tZJfi''*^ ^ throvjh 1 ; 
JQ thrOuj^ 8th 

3C3^*'> If'***. ^ . 

^CZJlOthflridt t ^ 
eOUth gfiOt 

'Q^'t^ntcii Of y«ufoflir 

•uD Mttft4t4 ColUjo 
•uI3 tollojo g^4dM4U 


M. Vho 1i Xf4 OAl ?«r»w» Mho utui1l> 

iriivAiothtf 
Qflthtr rolittvo 


lit m <oos ih# Mby Mm vm? 
iCJOOsor NliMvi 


Wi VMN hiM yosj iMAt Mit of yeur 
I1ft» 

O City 
3r;iSu6iir»> of linf* dly 
^tZJSwM town 


U. Oo m myo/io to cin of tho 

IQ Toi, frt^u^AOy 
M not oftirt 


It. Hoif lORO h«vt >Otf 11 Nd 41 yoar 
IQI-Jyim 


Tm foll^^lflj ^Mitloni irt tOfvtirivitf 
M. togr ttitui: 


Mt bOUld i1tO liM to kn0it 4^ut tht 

b»by'$ nthtr? ? 

Voir P*rt-t<« 

''CI] ?of*l Jkhoi* 



^ (Anif4*Hh School) 


Tovrnlh. " 


iQMOtftli Owm4 

aCIlHovii. ttfiUi 

♦CD hoyilftj^roflUl 
JQtriOir, 0Nf)«4 
*□ TriUof, ronUi 
^r^OtHOf. 0Ui»H*p]lU 


Mtrf In i«ai ior« ^MOiUflhi 
|0v Iho H^i 

yM pYM to Nv« nort clilUniv? 

iQviii kiuiu Nii uo yoirt 

O Vt^i ^ct ^oA'llnow vHn 

OHo 

SQVnrtll U »tlvf iort 


ll« How hiny cMttffOA flvf ylirt or 
>Oung«r llvt U your hovsit 

< ? $ or inon 


a-M. How Kiry roo«i iri in >our>otfi«> 
(OoaU count bUhrooAi Of totlitt) 


)1. Hc« «tr\y Iridoor wrklr^ ten«t( do :^0u 
Mv«7 

jtm >hrt* «r wri 


Vil tMs felb^ Ihf rtult of 1 p)tm4 


U. Do you hivt runMng tutor tnsldo 
your ho«tj 


}]. Mho pr«v(lit It UtiX H)f of iho 
finirtttil lupport f»r tN tib>t 

*nOthOf nUX\n 


}3. HOM do you foil about t^« cooklno 
ir/irtOMfHt |n your^tfStt 

^ CD fi***^ 

. >a^oor ; 


M. Oo you h*vo 1 Writing rifrfgtritor? 
1 □ 2 □ No 


Do you Mvo 1 irorK^n^ ttovo? 
IQko 

^CD v^^^ worltng ovon 
jQ Tti« fto werkJftp Ovtrt 


«t4|<i» Aii{t(if)« ii^d Vftfir# 


31. Do you havt tftOugK nori)t ipict for 
food? 
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Vt SAvU Hilt to Ilk you iom OutitUni ibout 
irho doot Ult iHO^Iro Ih^ c60Mfl9 It your hMSi 

1?, Uhirf It tho ont p1i« your f willy 
utviny Aoli of tht foo^f 


4$. HOW uny Of that p^)p1• ir« ihtH 
through ftvl voiri old? » 
NOM M t ) 4 S 

6 7 3 or roro 


1 □ iMptmirlia 
tQSNU ivptrmrIK 
JQ »«i$>^b0rhw4 $rmry nort 
fir« Itort Or WrVit 


46. An you tn tho food Stiup fro^riAit 
IQToi 

iOf(^» < olWIbU 

>□ No, don't know U 1 It %Mi\hU 

♦ □no, ftot InUrottod Or loo auch 
trouMo 

%C2 Ooft»t know ibout progrw 


M. It U ^UflCvU for your fMtly to fitt 
to fo<^ UOrtir 


• - • HTlSodtHmi 
»□ Riftly 
4QHo¥tf 


p\u%% Clr<U on« lAswir In iich of tho 
followlns qutitlOMt 

Af, How Mny chUdrort U your houto 90 to 
tchOOlT 

< 7 $ or «rt 


M. How ofUA It th« f004 thopping utgtlly 
4oAO for your fmiiyt 

twry rfv 

Ip^ On{t 1 

^□iviry Uo wfolit 

•OHo IpKtll tlw 


4S. How chUdrtn r^gutirly tit lunch In 
t tchool Junch proaruT 
1 nono 1 c J 4 s 

$ J 3 or nori 


«. How itiny Noolvt thU 1un<h frtoT 
Nono 1 t ) 4 i 


40* lAiich oftf pirt6n utuiHy dtc1d«t «f)it 
f004 to ^ for your fMlly? 

lf**1 t>0t1>0r Or omrtflift 
in )V jriftdBOlMr 
<0 Th« blby*$ fitter 

• QOthir rtUttvt 


(0. How flir^ cMldrtn ngultrly tit troik* 
flit tn 1 tchool brotkfitt proorut 
Kor^ 1 a 3 4 $ 

6 7 a or KOrt 


$1* Vho utuilly ftcdt tht biM(rhli ihould 
bo th« ptriOA who Mktl t^t de<4ll0ni 
Ibout fctdfn^ tht biby) 

> tZJ ' •W* ^ 

• LJ », utuiiiy 00, with htip 

lOOttloti do, with Mlp 

4 Q »V wthor 

^CJOthtr r«Ut1v« 


4!, Wvo Ji IhO OM Mrion who Mtt 
Of thft cook (AO for your fitOy? 

1 do 

tCH ^ Mthor or guirdfin 
IQ IV flrindawthor 
■ 4QTM blby*t fithor 

JCJOt^tr rtlitlvt or frUftd 


UhUh of thost foodi do you think will givt 
Iron to 1 biby7(Pl4ist imw' «Uh ^utulon) 


4M3. HOM MAy pcdpU den this p«rson 

fort (Oon't foritt yours 1 If) 


"•O * □ No i^fc^y ctrtil 
Ui ZC2^ ^^^^ P*^**^ 


44, Ko^ «i4hy of thoso p<op1t irt under two 
yiirt OldT 

^oAt ) 2 i « s 

( 7 S or note 


S4.1fn Tm ^Qno ftegulir cow tllk 
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lCZ}T« MM M t^M til) 


Ho» ofUK ^1 yoi^r finOy cook 

illt]i:«i>^y.. ■■ 

«□ Ult tUM 0«t * IfMll 


$7, Whit ii i«tt fiv^rtMt NiiOA for 
4QTP Nip y$ |1H» 


150 hii 5iip(W y«a ifc* mt to )*4M ; ' 

1 CD ^^'^^ ■•^'^•^ 'oiUr MiMr 
*Dti»rfl«4 0« Owfl 


Co m tiitftk Ui«t Um 1 b4ty uti 

AM <UI MU 11^ 41f^|Pt(VCi U Mn big 


till Kty for 4 fritjf M fit pf4UU? 


6«. Hptf will 40 yOv UlfUi ywrr* bib/ (| tHIrsgY 
iCJvo/y wll 

JQ i^H bi boiUf : : 
*n tftUnj y«ry poorly 


*»i ■Alt 90 you mine 4fr0ui your oibv 1 

10 ^ «4lAUg iprt (Kio ivirtH 
^CU ^^nl^t ibOttt ivtri^i 
>f7[1 Not giinlftt ono^Q^ 


^1c^ ftf r«otft mil jroy ttti to %\n 
your fifllly protflfl?(fUili wivir lie)) 


Think yog for tiklM tM tiM to 4nt«f oyr 

ftO'p to M I 
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TAT— 



■^iVu 

Intirvlntr: 



tttP 



1 2 3 4'S ( 
Cogntjf fori 

m (a , 

Inttrvlftf Oitii y 



1M.. H.|;.r..^K..,H Q-J 



(?wtv<J») 1 1 1 









Uhit lyot of iilk or for.igli iht biby 

O^^WimUk iloni 

OCD^f^t^t KtU i\ipp]mnUi by comnercia 
for«uU vUh iron 

0CD8''t«it ftlU tupp1tiii<ntid by <««rttrc1ai 
formula iilihput iroit 

0C3 Coflwirclal for#uli witK iron 

^Cn^oiwMrclal for«(jla wfthoiil Jroft 

0<3^*»P«>**^«d forwila 

OO CvaporatM itralght fro4« cart 

'^^U cowi «1U fonnuU 



1). t)ot% tht baby get vltaivtn tfrops daUyl 
. ■ ' □ HO 

3pj Yti, PC iron added 

* CD No ^UaMni, but ^tts iron d >pi 



20. Who idvlttd giving taby yU^Aln or iron drop^ 
1 □ Oocior ^ 
* O >^«pfUl Hvnt 
3 LJ Public HtiUn hjrsf 
iQj Infank* grandinotMr 
R«1at1vt or friend 
6 [3 IJ*ctd«d or o»n 



21. Ho«« It tht infant forttgla prtpartd? 
) O bot$n*t ut« prtparid formula 
t □ follow! d1n<Hon$ 

3 CD Add* loo ffwch wittr 

4 C3 ^^'^'^ ''^"^ 

REmNDCH FPU tU TiRVimHl ' 
1 . 1 1 qui 4 tonctnt ra tf «^ua \ parti wator and con- 
Ctntrata 

t. Cviporaud ml U* about t pirtt iHk to thr«< 

of wattr 
3. lUldy to rotd-add M waUr 



itf if baby it f«d ovaporattd tlU fomuU* 
wcK tugar or tyrMp ft a4d«d to tach can of 

1 □ OottVl uti ivaponttd ilU fOrtwla 
^Qno tkigar id<kd 
) □ L«i» than I tibUtpoont 

D^* tibtopooni 
SQMoft tJian 4 tibUipoons 



23. Do you add lugar cr tyrup to corvMrcfal 
foraullT 

l[I3H«v«r 

2tII)0<caslooany 

^ D'toit of tht tiM 

4Cl]A1w»y$ 



24. many ftcdingt do«t th€ biby ^t durfntf an 
avtrago 24 hour por1od2 



2S*26. Kow Mny o^cot do«t tho baby takt at any 
average fetdingJ ^ ^ ^ 



V, Hoit »uch formula or All k dot! tht baby taii4 
•acK 24 hcuriT 

1 □ t«t thin 16 ouncti 

3Cj 20 ihrovgn 23 ounces 

4 □ 2< through 2? ouflct* 

5 [3 ?8 khrotsh 32 Ounce* 

6 ^ Ovir 52 Ounces 
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Oldllriiit ilU fuppliifAlfd fern^li with 

OlQCoMircUt rorvuli wUhogt \m 
0^CI}tvip«rit«4«nk fortuli 

ion Aig^iUr «fi«U coiA ilUi notMng 

OUT jtMcH/) 



)0« Kov oU VII tM bi4>y t^i fonmU or »1U 
WIS cliiflg«^T 

$□ ; to B vttki 
#□ Ovtr I irttU 



1 chrgt 
? □ ^ to < Mtttl 



)^ Wilt hii thl itngit aott Iflportint r«iton for 
<;hiKf(fi0 tht for«uU? 

1 O Wd not c^if>^ 

« □ Wirrtti 

$nC««itlpit1o<« 

tfn AlUr^U nth 
• C30iiptr riih 

9 □ Othiri ipit\h_ 



Vho idvlltd chin^ln^ tht fomuli or «nk7 
1 O Wtf not c>iiftfl« 
* O Ooctor 
^□ainU Nurit 
< O '«^i«ti notSff 
f CD I'^'int'i iriAdnOthi^ 
I pOthir rtUtivi or frUfvd 



«. PO you prop tht tottU hMa you.fttd ih« t,»by? 
1 QWI or th« iifRt 
- ^QfiMil'y 
^O^ow lAd igifft 

4 QOrtly Mbjr If put do^tn td t?««p 



VMi tfo you 40 «(Ui UmU Ufi (A t 
botllt Our tHi i»i5y (t fi4T 

^ QThron U iwiy 

I CD^vit 1»» fifrl^rilor 

^OUm Mir Ui« ftiby 

^0€4^*> It wtH blby (I hungry 



)$. HOW IOA| mhU yoy iMp ihU mUnhM 
ronuli Mfort Urow<A| It Miyt 

)CDl 40fl'llHpit >aHllU4v 



)6« Do you with or stlrltltt thi UmU bottttf 
\ □ Alwiyi 

2CI] Al«oit iM or tft« Vm 
3 Q Most of tht timt 

SCj Rirtly 



37. Oo you think you n«t4 to I44 iMir to your 
biby*i c«r«il or frvtt tc mU it tittt 
bitter? 



38. Oo you thiAk It It ntcittiry to 9IVI 1 biby 
iHt th«n 3 Months old iny othir foc4 b4i10ii 
fonmUT 



39. It riguUr <ow't »11k itrilght fro« tHt 
carton it good it iny othir fonmli or »ilk 
prtparition for 1 new biby? 

1 n I □ NO SO t>on*t know 



40. Would you id4 ftriite or fit bick or bicon to 1 
biby*j food? 



?DN0 



4). Do you think thit the food 1 biby eiti now ctA 
make any diffirence In ho%' big he mUI grow? 

luDi'" 20 Ho 3nOon*tknow 



42. Cirt I biby bi 9lven more food thin ft good for 
^Cj'^o 3 □don't know 



43. Do you thirk I baby ncedt (lit idded to Ms 
food to Mke U titte better? 



1; 



2 uH ^ '^'^^ 



44. tf you wirt giving 1 biby I new food fro« 1 
jir» Mutd you tiy.tnat 1 «f(ied dinner Is it 
good at pliln biby food? 
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mU Sow >oi h%M 

iCn 1i Mrdtf tftirt Utt tt«5e 1 

I( H '4*1*^ (^4A ^4St tiM 


\ CD *^*4y$ ll^y to f«d 

2 CD ^•'y '4*^ '^'^ of th# ttw , 

(iiy to f€€d loMttibdi 
4 CD '^4rt1y €Uy to f«d 
JCD f<4vtr 


46. po fNl yoij Mvt tnou^N i\m to fMd th« 


4^50» How iuch noniy dodi your finlly Msv«1ty 
spind for food iich ffOfitht 




4rD Ririly 




j Dollirs itonlhly 


t C3 W<Ht OMM tl«* $ CD Ntvif 
^ CD Sow of thi ifiiit 


roR Office use omy 

$1 Cird QJ 
Socond Cird 
1*9 Rcptit COlvWn 1*9 (1.0.) 

10 Cird (r\ 


Hoil ^4bUi irt truing tomt othir foods <n idditloA to fomjii or bHU* Wt wulrf iht to kftow 
whit othir ro<xis your Mby ti getting, how ofi*n, ind how nuch of uiK • ^ "^ww 


rooo 


AHDUNT amn in a FreoiNs 


TIKS PER DAY 


TIMES PER Utlt 


lity ctrtil f ro« bOn 
(tibliipooni) 


11. 

^ CD tb$p. 
2CD 

* CD thrct tbsp. 

^ CD '0^'' 


in 

JCllthrfO 
< a 'our 


1 II 


(put Of Jir) 


' CD '/4 Jir 
'CD jir 

>CDV4 Jir 
< CD ortt Jif 


1 CD OfW 

2 CD two 

3CDth''<4 
4 CD four 


17-1« .■ 

m 


JuUt (ouncti) 


' CD o*^* 01. 
^ CD two 01. 

J CD t^'^* o*» 

^ CD fo*"' 01 ♦ 

*CD or Mrt 


20* 

1 noM 

'Ot*o 
3CD thr«t 
4 CD 'our 


** *« • 

1 1 1 


Stritoed fruitt 
V (pirt of Jlr) 


ICD V4 J4r 
iai/2 Jir 
3 CD V4 Jir 


24. 
iCDofld 

2CDIW0 


1 1 1 








<CD OM Jir 






StrllMd v«9«tlMll 
(pirt of Jlr) 


"l CD V4 Jir 
a CD V2 Jir 
3 CD 3/4 J4r 

^CDof^ ii'" 


iCDori 
2CDtwo 

3 CD t^f"** 


1 1 1 


Slb> d«(t«rts or 
puddinft 
(pirt of Jif) 


3V 

ICD ^4r 
2CD V2 jar 

3 CD J/4 J4r 

4 f 1 on« Jir 


2a two 
JCDt^f^* 

■ 


33-34. 

( 1 i 
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* fOOO 




T^-^S PES OAV 




•tby iinrtn 
(part of J*r) 


n. ' ' 

1/4 i*r 
iC2 jir 

3 a 3/4 J*r 

4 [^'' j Oflt J ir 


^atv-0 


m 


{pif% of jir) 


'/4 jir 
^Ql/J jar 
3a 3/4 Jir 

' ^ ,, J one j»' 


^ a 
2a«« 
3 a 


1 1 1 


wholt .ggt 
(tfMpooni) 


n."^ 

1 a o''* ^*p« 

2 a '»p' 

3 a 

4 ^ ^ foyr or nort 


44 ■ ■ 

?a 
3 a 


1 1 1 


(49 /oUt 
(ttiipooni) 


ir. ■ ■ 

^ a 

?a '*p' 
3 a ^*p' 

*a four or mor< 


1 gone 

3 a ' 


LU 


potitoii and 

grivy 

(tlblHpOOAl) 


51. 

1 a ^''^p- 

3 a 

4 a fo*'^ 


»aofl« 

2a 


1 ri 


OtMr tibYl foods 


55 , 

1 CD on« tbip. 

2 a ">»P' 

31"^ thret tbjp. 

♦a '0^'' *^*p* 

f^^* or nort 


1 aof^* 

2rn two 

3 a ^^"^^ ■^'^ 


57-58 ' 

1 I 1 


Sodi or KooUfd 
(Ounctt) 


1 a o*^* 01 . 
^a 01, 

^OthrM 01 » 

4 CD f^^^ 01. 

5 I 1 five or rflort 


60 . 

2 a i^'o 
5 a 

4 a Of more 


61-62. 

I 1 1 


SuQir wittr or tu 
(ounctt) 


1 CU orte oi, 

2 a o»> 

three oi. 
* a 'o\jr 01, 
^ C~1 f^ve or more 


1 a 
2at« 

ja t^"^* 

4 a fow^ or mor« 


! i 1 
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Dr. Paiob. Thank you very much, and I intend to curtail my 
commenta and summ^.nze as best I can for time factors. 

I am David M. Paige, associate professor of maternal and child 
health and assistant professo)' of pediatrics at the Johns Hopkins 
University School of Hygiene and Public Health and School of 
Medicine. I have been asked to testify in support of strenghening and 
expanding the existing cUld nutrition ledstation. 

Undernutrition in disadvantagod cWldren has been recofi:nized with 
increasing frequency over the past several years. Attention nas focused 
on various programs desimea to redress tho poor nutritional indices 
noted in these children. Tne school feeding program has served as one 
vehicle for achievhie this goal. Other approaches have taken the form 
of commodity distnbutioni food stamps and nutrition education. 

I was pleased to note this morning that the Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture had taken note along with school lunch programs and 
breakfast programs the nutritional reinforcement to preschool and 
infant populations and it is in this spirit that I wish to enter my 
testimony. 

The ramifications of ^adequate nutrition cannot effectively be 
conceptualized for any point in time. To fully comprehend the extent 
of the prpblemi malnutrition must be consiaered a continuum. That 
is to say that an insidious cycle of events, often originating in utero, 
continues to take place throughout the individual's life. The nutri^ 
tionally deprived infant manifests objective criteria of malnutrition 
in terms of stunting of height, weight, small head circumference and 
other Quantifiable, biological) and biochemical parameters. These 
infants nave already had the ^oundiwork laid for a less than optimal 
future. It is suggested that this group of youngsters who have not had 
their depressed nutritional status redressed during the critical period 
of infancy may not be amenable to modification at a later date. 

During this early infant experience/ if the already disturbed nu- 
tritional status of this infant contines to be stressed, the further 
sequelae of a loss of full potential of growth and development is seen. 
Tms is manifest in terms of poor cerebral maturation, as evidenced 
by decreased DN A content and reflected by small head circumference. 
Smce the period of increasing cell number is complete by 6 months of 
age and the maximum growth of brain size is seen during the first 2 
years, with 80-percent completion by this time, the periodof effective 
intervention would Indeed seem quite narrow. 

Further, the effects of malnutrition or undernutrition ^as regards 
stunting of an individual, seem to have their major deleterious effects 
during the first several years of life, and are also fairly well complete 
and rooted long before school age. This, too, of course rec^uires rapid 
intervention if one is going to break the cycle of poor nutrition. 

And respectfully I underline the following, that the major objectivci 
therefore, of any child nutrition legislation should be prevention rath )r 
than remediation. To achieve this end, feeding programs aimed i\t 
optimizing benefits to ijreschool children should be provided. To fail 
in this objective is to invite problems, the extent of which are not 
entirely clear to the medical community. The neurointegrative de- 
velopment of malnourished children is lacking, resulting in delays in 
developmental landmarks, decreased environmental responsiveness, 
slowness of learning and poor retention* This is in addition to syner- 
gistic effects and infection problems in this age group, an incidence 
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p^^^ high, M you knotv, In low-lncome propulatlond. In addition 
thU problem and othors dovetail to create an Individual of less than 
Oi tlmaUbllUytofuna^^ 

. It should be streased that these negative effects take place long 
before the child enters school This background Information caused 
us, approximately 2 years ago- to undertake a study, a pilot study a 
Baltimore Citv. It is aimed at providing a nutritional bead start for 
Inner dty infants through the distribution of iron-fortlBed Infant 
formula. It^was a cooperative n^Aygram launched by the Maryland 
State Health Department, Baltimore City Health Department, a 
citizens group under the name of the Maryland Food Committee, 
and Johns Hopkins University. 

The objectives that were outlined in that program were, one, to 
provide a rich source of biologically superior protein to enhance 
neurological maturation and development during the first 12 months 
of life; two. to provide iron to modify and eliminate the alarmingly 
high prevalence of nutritional anemia in the bfants of the poor; 
three, to promote optimal growth of height, wefght, and head cir- 
cumference; and, four^ to assist mothers in applying sound nutritional 
pnnclples in the feeding of their youngsters, as well as others in the 
home. And what I would like to do is just refer to the tables which 
I have entered as part of the formal testimony, and quickly run 
through these, if I may. 

Table I demonstrates the characteristics of the population. Ap- 
proximately 70 percent of this initial group are on financial assistance, 
and a majority of mothers were unmarried. Wo were interested In 
nndmg that with respect to height, in an enrollment of 170 infants 
whom we carried through the 10th to 12th month of life, an excess 
of 16 to^ 18 percent of tne children were below the third percentile In 
terms of their length, and a significant excess number was also demon- 
strated in the lower percentiles of the 10th, 26th and 60th percentile. 
^ While they remained on the program they did show significant 
improvement so that by a fourth clinical visit, at 10 to 12 months of 
age, the profiles with respect to length of that population approximated 
normal standards. For purposes of this stuay, the Boston-Stuart 
standards, which ore recognized domestically and iutemationallyi 
were used. Of interest is that we used for comparison groups of 
children drawn from the children and youth project in Baltimore 
Cit/, and they did not demonstrate the improved nelght. 
^Similarly data is presented to the committee with respect to weight. 
The observed numbers over the expected numbers in each lower 
percentile distribution was alarmingly higher than that which would 
be witlcipated in normal healthy population, again as reflected by 
the Boston-Stuart weight standards. 

With respect to hematocrits, we used the International Committee 
for Nutrition for national defense standards, and in this population 
at the first clinic visit 7 to 8 percent of the children showed a deficient 
hematocrit below 30 percent, with 37 percent having low hematocrit 
below 33.9 percent and only 60 percent demonstratmg an adequate 
hematocrit. 

At the end of the first ^year, and it should be pointed out paren- 
thetically that this is the time of increasing iron deficiency anemiai we 
did see a change in this pattern. None of our children of the l6l on 
whom we had data out of the 170, none of those children had a defi- 
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dent hematocrit; only 17 percent low hematocrit, with 82 to 83 percent 
showing a normal hematocrit. 

Contrary to other investigators^ we were not able to find any dif- 
ferences with respect to head circumference, either initially, or at any 
other time, in the population we studied. And if I Just may have one 
more minute, I woula lilce to tell you that these results have prompted 
u^ to enlarge our work and to expand the program in a more rigorous 
manner to attempt to demonstrate the efficacy of such an approach. 

And we have, in fljfure 1 of the formal testimony, expanded the 
program to include different geographic areas. That would be the rural 
counties, ihe eastern shore oi the State of Maryland, Of the nine coun- 
ties, eigh( are participating and one county is serving as control. And 
in Baltii]|ore City we have different geographic and ethnic census 
tracts participating in the program and also serving with control. 

With respect to the distribution of the infant formula, relatively all 

f)rograms had emphasized the physical inventorying, storing, account- 
ng for and physically distributing coses of formula to the consumer. 
In our situation we too initially followed that approach, and more 
recently have come up with a check distribution system which is a 
cooperative effort of the Maryland National Bank and several of the 
formula-producing laboratories, so that the health department may 
provide these checks to the mother and she may cash them througn 
normal marketing channels at participating merchants, and this may 
be used ajid^ deposited in the various banks and handled through 
normal banking channels. 

In addition, we are attempting to get at some profile of the popula- 
tion with respect to the impact of environmental phenomena on the 
growth and development of^ children during the iniant and preschool 
years, and perhaps more significantly, and I will just tack this on. and 
that is that we have also launched simultaneously a nutrition educa- 
tion program aimed at the consumer so as to alert him to the fact of 
the need for high quality protein, in the design of our study. 

We have used in some areas formula distribution only, formula and 
nutrition education in other areas, nutrition education in others, and 
milk provided programs in still other areas, to determine the efficacy 
in a combination of these programs. Thank you very much. 

Chairman Perkins. Let me thank you for a good statement. I hav^ 
a question, but we will hear the entire panel before we ask questions 
of vou» 

Mr. John Kramer, Durector of the National Council on Hunger and 
Malnutrition* 
Mr. Kaamer. Mr Chairman, 

Chairman Perkins. Delighted to welcome you here, Mr. Kramer. 
Qo ahead. 
[Statement of Mr. Kramer follows:] 

STATfi&ieNT Of John R. Kramer, Associaib pAorESSOR or ILaw^ Qeoroctown 
Universitt Law Center and Execuiive Director, National Council 
OK Hunger and MAtNUTRitioN in the United States 

Chairman Perkins and Members of the Oener<il Subcommittee on Educatjon 
of the House Committee on Education and Labor: Five years have elapsed slice 
you held your path*breaking hearings on Malnutrition and Federal Food Service 
Programs in the late spring of 1968. Five years ago the Natlon&l Council's cob* 
panion organisation— the CitlEens Board of Inquiry into Hunger and Malnulrl- 
tlon in tho United States— had just published ^'Hunger USA/' CBS had just (irn 



AfHoultur^ Ovrllte ftwman to d^tmaSd b7«er ahdMtter Federal fo^prowama 
/AUhai time, you iwd tWa Coflitnlttj^ wew th^ 6r»t In th^ Congreasto BtSTe 
?l th^pir4«^^ -»nd malnutrition InnhJaStry and 

Sln^# then you have iictcd trtth a aenae of humanity and urgency to reform and 
exwndth^r food prommi (approximately 30 In all) m Ue witbfn yoaHuridi<^ 
tauPtiM^m^^iJ Xm. JedaUtlve 'wthoMoM "bid 

i^^^I^J^^^%}^^ f^hf ^^l^ i^^^ I^flS amendment*), 92-153 
(197», And 02-433 (ld?2). even excluding the mpact 6f your conaUnt rivislons of 
Vis fe^J>^ fei^Ji!?^^^^^^^^ and the* Elementary aiid Secondary ETi^Stlo 

to a minlnAum of $1.6 bluiontn the curhjnt flaoa^ 

^ Now. Jn the aummer of 1973, you are aak^d once again to add new program 
here and Improve an old program there, with an Impact on the Federal food 
^^^^S^/r^** J 8P<^wow cWm ia allghtly leaa^han $300 mflllon. Aa one 
of the leadera of /'the hunger lobby^ a confederacy of public Intereet groupa 
that havo been working for nearly alx years to guarantee adequate nutrition for 
thepoor. I should be here cpngratulatfng vou on the imminent passage of H.R» 
4974 and the cnotlnupua enlargement of the chUd feeding programmenu. 

I am not. Insload, I appear before you today to ask you not to act with haste 
to meet the temporary needs expressed by those who run school food service on 
a state and local level ^aa an interim way-station en route to universal school 
f^^dlng, not to assume that progress In feeding the needy ts automatically equated 
jrtth ntore^ funding and more programs. Rather 1 would Uke to auggest that you 
focM hard and long upon the budgetary and administrative context against, 
which this new collection of proposed amendments must be appraised. In par- 
ticular, you should note the following : ^ mp^ . *n pw 

(1) No Fid^al food program Aw yti io iarvfes ev€n oru-half oj %($ tltoibU con- 

^Food stampa and commodity distribution combined reached 16.1 million in- 
dividuals In April, 1973 out of a universe of well over 30 mUllon persons whose 
Income is less than $383 a month for a famUy of four ($4,644 annually or 10% 
above the poverty line). /v 

School lunches were fed to a monthly average of 24,673,000 chUdren from 
September through May, 1973, which amounts to less than 22 million meals 
served on a dally basis and accounts for no more than approximately 43% of the 
Fn ?he vi''4d^tates Private elementary and secondary schools 

School breakfast was available only to L2 million children daily. 
^ There are approximately two niiljlon poor pregnant and nursing women with 
infants under the age of one, but only 172,060 of them receive either food certifi- 
cates or supplemental food packages designed for their food needs. 
^ Only 103,155 three to five year olds received meals daily in the Vanik special 
food service program put of a licensed day care population, including Head Start 
youngsters, most of whom are forbidden accw to Vanlk aid, In oxcess of 700/ X 

The list could go^on and on bnd the numbers could be manipulated (the Ui- 
Agriouiture would have you believe that 22 million perions/'may 
wM" use family food^assistance programs), but thtjjpoint is obWottfr what Is aU 
ready on the statute books simply Is not working well enough. TbeWonlS avail- ' 
able to ficd the needy continue to mount and mount, from $906 m'Jyon In ^c^l 
year 1968 tonrobably over $4.5 billion In the present flscallear/but theU Is no 
compilable riW In the number of persons actually served, fte cup remains half 
empty* 

/ ill M<^fCongfmi0f^al(u^xcialt^ ftedinif VfOifrm prioriiiii hav.Mt {>etrn 
faithfully cbtmtd Of implmirUed hy the Deparimnt of AfHcuUure ir^ iht pohf 
'^^^KH^^^^'^h^^P'^^ Oonaress, aa i>art of Its central thtwt of seeking to 
aasure tbe availability of a schoplTanch to any poor^lcj who wanted 6ne, ordwed 
t^f prepwatlonjby ^cb stat^ of a pl^n of opefatlons that would outline ste* to bo 
t4ken towafd that Wd and mandSLteJ Increased fondlni for eqTilpment tdenable 
more »ch<j:>ls to pHMde food ser^cc/ on/a sateUlte brtis. If need hi. What hU 
happenedrToday, those state plans aio yfrtually Ignored and the requirement un* 
enforced. Today, as the General Accounting Office reported bnly last Thursday* . 
there remain nearly 26,000 schools that refuse to participate In tho hitiotfal ichool 
lunch program encompassing 8.7 milUbn students,^ 1.6 million of them eudtled to 



182 

free or reduced price meals. Nearly one-fourth of our nation's schoob (albeit 
many email ones) remain on the ouUIde not even looking In and the beat response 
toe Department ean give is to twist the figures to state that percent of the 
children ^kttendlng public or private schools nave a food service available to them" 
(the only ythv I know to avoid malnutrition Is to eat food, not slmt>ly to have It 
nearby). Witn 25.000 schools still uncooperative. 15.000-pla8 of them for lack of 
the necessary eoulpment, the Department can talk about significant program ex- 
pansion while adding only 2,797 schools to the average school participation roll in 
the September- April, 1973 period. At that rate, full svailabmty is still ten years 
00 or would be ir the Dep^rtm^ttt Md not \Mo substantially reduced 0$ rate of 
. . . .. .. . ^^jj^^^ In fiscal 




Tls ihAW ffli il^ce of > J t . ^rtment's stub* 

bom rofusal to acknowledge the will of W^ii'&|Mt>fft, ..iitttee in jpartio- 
ular. In the 1972 amendments, Publio I^w W-1lMS>ngree<. morl|«eJ funding for 
equll^ment from $15 million to $40 million for flscai year 1973, a 166% raise, with 
the obvious intent of boosting expenditures on school food service equipment* 
The Department's actions, as indicated abovOi have had precisely the opposite 
Impact of reducing such expenditures by 33%. The Department blithely Ignores 
what Congress wishes and adheres to Its own game plan. 

In 1072. Congress, as part of the school luncn amendments, directed the Depart* 
ment to plan and implement a two-year pilot program of supplying special supple* 
met>tal foods to 'V^^Cp^tit or laclatlng women and to infants determined by 
competent professionals to be nutritional risks because of inadequate nutrition 
and inadequate Income.'* Section 17(a) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1960. &s 
funended. Did the Department immediately begin to draft program regulations 
and accept applications from the local health or welfare and private nonprofit 
aftenoles that Congress wanted to have administer the prograhi? No, not at ftU* 
The Department formed a task force or two, sent a letter to HEW requesting 
helpi desultorily followed It up several months later. It took court action late in 
June to coerce the Department to agree to prepare ref^Utlons by last Friday, 
over nine months after the law had been signed and less than twelve months before 
the programme termination date. This Committee requested a preliminary program 
evaluation ''not later than October 1, 1973." It will be lucky if any person has 
been fed a cup of farina by that date. 

The situation with the breakfast program is similar. Congress In 1972 sought 
to extend breakfast to all schoob wnich applied for aid. The result? The average 
number of participating children in flsical year 1973 (through Aprjl) rose only 
135.000 over fiscal year 1972, which was lOOjOOO less than the increase from 1971 
to 1972 when Congress had not insisted so speciilc&Uy on program expansion. 

The litany is or could be endless. Every mandate from Congress is met by 
Departmental inactivity and recalcitrance. New programs may he written into 
law and Improvements may be enactedi but they do not guarantee any food on 
the table or in the belly. 

(3) Thtre i*s no longer any meaningful ccrrelaixon beiwetn pumping montxf inlo 
fc6d program$ and boosting program pariicipation.^ThiB lesson is clearest fn the 
area of school lunch. Even the Department appears to be concerned about the 
absolute decrease In overall lunch pai ticlpatlon with the average number of 
children Involved slipping frohi 24,84 million in fiscal year 1972 to 24.67 miUion 
during the past fiscal year (through April), This decrease came at the same time 
that lunch assistance to the states went Up by over $1S0 million. Who swallowed 
the increase? Certainly not more children, . 

There are many explanations for the decline, most of them teroing in on the 
unpalatability of the meals and the unappettting lunch room environment. More 
Federal money ahipped to the state coffers to reduce the amount of funds states 
might otherwise have to contribute to the program will not necessarily solve these 
problems. « * . 

(4) Th^ Conarm ha^ apparently ugreed to place an overall ha on Federal 
spendtnfl.— If the $268 billion figure is to be rigorously adhered to in fiscal Vear 
1974, then every dollar over the budget line spent on child nutrition will have 
to co;of.e out of some other pot. If we could be certain that the defense balloon 
would be the one deflated to pay for human needs, well/ and good. But that is 
not (he case. More likely, one human need will be competing with another for 
scarce dollars. If that is so, then we must be certain tha^ every additional dollar 
invested In child feeding will be leveraging as many additional meals as possible 
for rtiidnourished children, will be providing food to as many children as possible 
who have not been previously reached by Federal school food service programs. 



Whew do thew admlnUtratlvo and budgeUry UcU leave \ut What do they 
fugcpeat about meanbgful promm ohangee* I think that ihe major leeeon 
(a that the poypr^ and thU Committee, given the conttnM of the budget, the 
reftjm .of the 0ei>artment to foUow directions, and the gluttony of the elates 
for mor«l funds tmaoeomnanled by ahy^^ of greater productivity in 

terms of numbers of children reached, ought to concentrate its attention and its 
monies on the achievement Of a very fev^. very spectAo program goals and insiiti 
through appirbpHate oversight activities^ that they be fuiAUed, Ck)n$ress and this 
Committee ought not to p0e more good money on top of bad, to proliferate 
progran^V or to satisfy every state demi^d for more help, not so long as iH basic 
purpose of the school lunch and cUld nutrition laws remains safeguarding the 
health of our chUdreni which means feeding first the neediest among them. 

The program goals that I would recommend that this Committeo's demand be 
achieved through legislation and oversight are guaranteeing every pupil access 
to. school food serviceSi i.e.i overcoming the lacK of food service facUItieSi and 

garan teeing every child who is not in school access to some form of Federal 
id program. 

The first goal is partially met by section 14 of KiR. 4974. That mandate must 
be supported by substantial pressure on the Department to utilise all of the 
equipment funds now authorised. It is tragic to permit the Department to flout 
the clear intent of Contgress in raising equipment authorisations Up to $40 million 
for fiscal years 1973-1975 by both requesting appropriations of only $16.1 million 
and spending much less than that, particularly in light of a recent survey of need 
for equipment funds that revealed a total need of $73 million in fiscal vear 1974 
for public and private schools. This committee should, on a regular basis, compel 
the Department to explain exactly how it is complying with autnorising legislation 
and to describe how its performance meets the promises it made in presenting Its 
budget estimates. For instance, the Department claims it will equip 6,300 schools 
ip ilscal year 1974, the same number it promised last year. But as Of April 1973^ 
Opijr 4,370 schools had been so helped' Why? No one has ever demanded that the 
Department be accountable in this regard. You should start the process. 

The second major program goal is feeding children from newly born infants 
through the age at wmch they enter school. This requires more oversight and 
enforcement or existing legislation. The special supplemental food program that 
you adopted last September remains unimplementea. Why must it be the courts 
and not the Congress that enforce the laws? That program was intended to reach 
infants on a pilot basis. To date tt has reached no one. Before giving the Depart* 
ment any new authority you should be certain that it is fully exercising the old. 
LegisUtton on the booka that feeds no one is worthless. 

The same is true of the Vanik special food service program for children in 
service institutions. The Department's restrictive reading of ^'child day-care 
centers'' has deprived most Head Start programs of Section 13 funding, thereby 
reducing available Head Start slots to pay for food. More significantly, it has 
meant no Federal aid for some 3 to 4 million children between ine ages ox 1 and 6 
who are not in school or in centers but who have working mothers and thus have 
to be fed lunch and perhaps other meals (if they are fed at all by other persons 
with whom they spend the day, usually in a family-type setting in someone else's 
home). This ts the crucial gap In our vast array of Federal child feeding programs. 
This is the group that has been overlooked. They are not at as much nutritional 
risk as infants, but malnutrition can still substantially cripple their future lives. 
The Department does not seem particularly troubled about its failure to bridge 
this gap. It ought to be and you can see that it becomes so. 

Where does this leave H.R. 4794t 1 am strongly opposed to providing more 
funds to the states to m<et their feeding bills if that means, as is likely, that no 
more children will be fed* School lunch legislation is not an appropriate place for 
back door revenue-sharing. The same holds true for the breakfast program and 
administration expenses^ unless the states can demonstrate that the extra 3 cents 
per meal (or 1%) W'^U mean that more breakfasts are served, particularly since 
the Department hw. aUeady agreed to supply 20 cenU per free breakfast. ^ ^ / 

Kutntlon edU<?V«ion is vital. But why should the Department's limited ability 
to perform be diverted into yet another channel that Is difficult to navigate when 
tt n<24 so much left to do In operating (and tn some instances, eVen beginning to 
operate) the projrams aUeady within its purview? The answer is rhetortean it 
shouldn't. The Department should be made to tow the line and comply with 
existing laws before new ones are proliferated and left untended. unoverseeiu 
When all of the children from 0 to IS that ought to be fed are receiving their du(;, 
then the time will have come significantly to expand the Department^ mandate. 
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Mr, Krambr. Mr. Chairman, 1 know you are as Int^r^t^d as I am 
m the larin bill on the floor. I will be vety brief. I will not read any- 
thing, but I would like to pobt to the farm bill and suggest take my 
t^Kt from that. As you know, hopefully by 7 o'clock tonight there 
will be some votes on food stamps, hcluding a possible cost-of-living 
increase for food stamps. And I would suggest perhaps child nutrition 
education, the way we are going In this oill before you is possibly 
the wrong approach to go about feedbg children. 

I am troubled. I am afraid this bill feeds the schools and not the 
children, and I am troubled by It. At the moment food stamps, as 
of this week, for a family of four, produce $4,644 annually. So if you 
have ^school-age child, they can go out and buy a 32- or 31-cent 
meal. Here we are proposing in this bill to go to 62 cents for lunth. 

I happen to think very clewly if you gave the mother 62 oentSi 
much more eflrectlve making nutrition and perhaps much cheaper 
job In t^rms of produchig that lunch. So I am a little troubled by 
spending twice on school lunch what we jglve people to eat with 
whether or not schoolchildren, really, or food stamps. I think perhaps 
the money is going down the wrong drab, down the drab of the 
school, not the children. 

I thbk that is the essence of Mr. Leonard's statement, much more 
money should be pumped in. The money has increased really fourfold 
over the past or 4 years and children are not there. What Is happening, 
school systems for whatever costs they are absorbing more and more 
of the money and less children are fed in terms of any efforts of the 
funding. I point out in ray statement I am troubled by expanding 
more food programs when none of it we have really serves half of the 
congressionally defined eligible. 

I hate to keep proUferatbg programs when we haven't gone out 
and reached everybody who should be served by programs already 
passed. I think the most classic example is the food program you 
spoke about 9 months ago. I was m court just 2 weeks ago with 
people who brought that lawsuit to force them to come out with 
regulations. 

Last Friday it was published. I think they come back b court on 
the 26th of July trymg to force them to cough up the extra $20 
million thev should have spent last fiscal year, use it this year for 
special feeding. I am troubleji by spendbg $40 mllUon not directly 
on people. I am troubled by bcreasmg the special assistance surple* 
ment to 45 cents, by bcreasbg the across-the-board allotment to 10 
cents, because I do not think that will produce any more tunch^ 
bebg fed to any more children. 

Now, there is, of course^ the implied threat stated here today, and 
I thbk stated very clearly m the Washbgton Post today, Some schools 
pull out unless they get more money, but I thbk very clear from the 
appropriation tables, back b 1970, the Federal Government put up 
about 26 percent of eveiy school lunch. Tpday the Federal Govern* 
ment is puttbg up about ii centSj whereas back in 1070 ^tate and 
local governments put up about 26 percent* [They are down 23 percent. 
They have spent only 1 cent more per lunch over the last 4 years. 

The Federal Government put up 14 cen^. And what this bill looks 
like to me, and I see their mtent is really backdoor revenue sharing, 
I know you are not very much in favor of revenue sharing, and 1 
think that is what is gobg to. happen here, no more lunches, i o more 
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cWldwft fed. but States won't have to $pend or Increase their contribu- 
tion. Thifl bill, as I see It, is bacjcdoor revenue sharing and I would 
be very much opposed to it, because I don't think it Is going to do very 
much forneedy children. ■ 

I would like, If I could, and I will try to be brief be<Sause I know 
there are lots of votes on the floor-r-^ 

Chainnan P«RKiN$; ^That is all right. Go aJiead. 

Mr. KjUM I would like to append to my testimony a book. 
I Chairman r«RKms. I am sure yoii heard the testimony this morn- 
ing. The Secretary Is against many provisions in the bill because he 
feel3 that it goes top far. 

Mr. Kramb». It goes too fat? 

Chairman Pbhkik8; Yes. 
. Mr. Kramer. Well, there is one provision, or two provisions that 
I am very troubled about. There is $4d million in here as I calculate it 
i^Jf i^^^^^^Si!^^^^ expenses. And that is well and good, but given the 
$268 billion Government legislation, I would hate to see $49 million 
come out of something else to pay for more administering of children's 
lunches. I don't think we need more administration and more per- 
sonnel I think we need more lunches. 

I would like to add to my testimony a very short document, "Hun- 

Sr, USA Revisited," which does restate the problems of the last 
iv years and our problems with the Department of Agriculture pro- 
grams over the last few years. 

Chairman Perkins. Thank you very much» Without objection it 
will be inserted in the record. 
(The document follows:] 
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Introduction 



lBVK*d|»tlo<l ot th$ uunt of tiun|*r tn6 mklnuUiOMl la 
f«v«fly «ri*i iKrout}*^ Dm UniM S^(«^ Our tatAnp, 
puMiM In KUNOel^ UiA. fai Aprfl. iHt. (Vr|H;* 

I. Kueftf ifld milrtMtriikMt t^4( (■ tMs country tTfecllrti 
mUUoM o( Amirictm ia4 ir»(((uiit| lA KV«f{ty from 
yur Id y«»r, 

HuiV|«f tA4 malnulHUofl till a>«ir toU U tlw form of 
ift/int dcftth*, or|»Ak brtifi dimii|t, rtuided |rowth 

witbdrtwtl. tpk^y, tlkutkMu tniatriiioit. &advU)t«nct. 

coonUy »t>ovi the tMtcfvl vt^ Kvefity of malnut/iiioft-^ 
« iKk ol lofocmitkHk MiJ Ktioa whkb sUndt In 
iMrkeil toAUut to Our o« A ircord«<J iA0w]»()|4 o( 
' oih«f counlrk* 

4. Ttienl roo4 ptopvn$ Hvt left Out i il|niflCAA( 
pOftloA of Um pooc t'4 h«vi Q0< KkqiMtdy bc1p«d 

5. The fiiMf* of r«<kf i2 f fforii 1o (e«4 i))4 pooi ctAnot 
be divorced (rooi our nitkot i|HcuftuJil iolky. the 
ConrM^ft^ (omriiIrt<ci thtt dkute ihtt poUey, lAd 
(be Otpertmeol o( AgMture thet tmpU<befit* M; 

(or buAjtr iAd Ru}oufd<loo lo e counuy ol i^uixftnce 
agil be ie<0 u cor»e<iuerKn o< i potitkil e/td 
ecooomtc lyitcm thet ip«r>6» hW\\o6% to rimove food 
fro0 the miiiet, (o limit productkxt. lo rttire 
from prododiofl, to |ui/tt)t<e end iMUtn profita for 
l«f|e producers ol haiio cropn 

TU tnime^ite rctpo^ue to out ripon wu, for 'iSe mo«t 
pert, ooe ol Incredulify, eJihouih there were imooi tmn- 
p*per« loa politicM leaders lofine ovUUndjj>| ctcep^ht. 
But lone of the moit powerful mcnibcrf ol Co^irett, u well 
M memben ol the idminiilratiorti rtMicd wp^. lodeed, 
that retniltvea the prevtitint oETiciiJ kttJiude ujAl euty 1969. 
At th^t time Sen, Em»l KoJ1in|> South Cvo^tnt, tfter 
« visit to ittpovcrUhed hoinee In ht» itit« • low counfy. 
fofthrt|ht2y ackAowledted the «(detpreid ciditence ol 
hunger tod malDutritiofl in (crme ind wiih en (niJitcnce 
Ihel wuM JKH he ivo^. 

Writuig now, h lilt, It ti no logger &e<e«uiy to dcbiti 
the kwue. Ulte too mtny other problems of Amerk&fi 
lodety, H hu been ofnclaily scl^tedged, described sod 
deHaed ssd \tft uniotved. The eutboriutive description 
hfti coine from the federal fovemment Itself In what is »ow 
called (he Tea Sufe NutnUoq ^ey. 

Ift MRunvy, the tuA'cy. based oo actual enftmliuttoru of 
40.000 poor people end defliorsphte data obtained from 
24»000 tow Incocne famUks* thowed that high perc«at«|cs 
ol tS lurvey «aitipted were etiher malnourUhed or die at 
high risi cf devek>f t£| oulrltlonal probleini. ti aho brocfht 



out, at kait by UntpUeitkMi, lottM Im^naot ttsodaled 
findings luch u the need for basic health lervkes. md the 
reUtiooihip bctwsea 81 bra^ih and problems to ibe lovlioe' 
tnent, todudirti poor ho<islft| tod landstlo^. 

tn the low bco0« lUtei (Texss, LouMsAs, Kntxkf, 
West VlrglnJa, sod South CifoUos) I Si per ceot ol whiles, 
>7.4 per cent ol biscb sod lO.i per ceot of Spentib- 
Amerkaos ihowed either detkknt or fo* teveh of lieotO|fo- 
bin. sa Indei of siiemli. 

Jfi those leme itatet I.I per ce« of whites. 1 1 per cent 
o( blacks, sod 7 J pcrcSot ol SpanUh-AmerkSM had 
deficfent or low leveti ol VltanU C. 

txricknt or low levels ol ribofla^o la km bcome sUtes 
were as foOowi: whites, 10.5 per ccni; Ms<U, 27. 1 per cSoi; 
SpintaK-AmeHcsns, tl( per ctat, 

tow p(o<eia ievcli In the same sUtes wen rscocded for 
IJ per cent of whites; 9.5 pe< oeot of blacks; attlli J 
per cent of SpsnisVAmerkans, 

For high {ncctne lUfei (Califoroli, Wsshln|<oa, MkUgso. 
New York, Massachusetts, sad Coanectkuf) the pcrcenia|C 
bzeilidowos la the various calefortes were ss foOows: 

Dcfkknl or low hemoglobla: whites, 9.4 pcrCfol; blacks 
26.9 per cent; Spanb^Ainerkaos, |7.7 per cent 

DcrickQl or low fcvtU of vitamla C: whites, S O per 
cent; bliclis, 3.9 per etat; Spsnlsb-Ams rkaas, tS pit ceat. 

Deficient or low \t\^% of riboflavin: whites, 6.9 
bfacb, }).7 per cent; SjMnlsh-Americaae, d.7 per ceot 

Dcfkkol or low protein levels: whites, 2.) per cent; blacks, 
^,7 per cent; Spaalsh-AmericaAi, ,7 per oeot 

Thh conviac'kng data, alihough lacking sccompinytng Inter- 
pretive co(tinentary matnf it readily underslsndable to 
the tay reader, and burkd as it Is In the body ol an 100 
page docvmeni, had beea kwg In coming, to December. 
1967, Dr. Arnofd Schscfer was appointed to direct the 
National Nutrition Survey ofi the nut/ltiontl status of low- 
Income pervme In ten itejet (Texas. Louislens. New Vork, 
Kentucky, Kfichtgan, Cktifornts, Washlagton, South 
Carolina. West Vif|jflla, sad MassKhuietts). Our 196$ 
report referred to that survey and pointed out tOst b could 
DOt "fcsliiiicatly be e;ipectcd to be completed before the clo«e 
of I96g. It ibe earlie^i.'* atthough the leglslailoo that autho- 
rized it had calle<* for ir» compleijon by mld-1961. 

When Dr. .Schsefer (estirred la January, 1969, before the 
Seoate Select Committee On Nutrition and Related Human 
Needs about hjs prclkmloary fndingsof wideipreid mal- 
nuiHiion among the poor In Texas and Louisiana, he wu 
front page news across the country. Those who hsd tirged 
larjer food assistance proiranu at test hsd the Kkotifje 
confirmation of need. 1>r. Schsefer kept the momentum ol 
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f}0^t» 0< bis fttfV<]l. 

Abruftly In iufy. tht lurvty wm ttm«v«d from Dr. 

tM Cf nUf ro# DiM«k Control (CDO In At1*nu, 0«orfi«. 
Id Aptil. 1970. when Dr. SchMfir wu again cilkJ to 
tMify befori ih« 9(n«i« Cpoiniidt* tw wu un^r lUkt or^rt 
iiitHMt ficu wtthoirt my ^tirprtUtioii, Ki rtvealed Ui 
l^ppU^ o^tr iM» 10 ommirt, btit «ai coMtriloe^ by hii 
po«it^ Fundi for iht lurycy wcf« loulMl to viHom oOmi 
purp^««ti d«ia 60 iht p*0f>l4 itMAd cftnm la itotvly: 
ih« uM o( rptnpuMn wu cet^itdt^. Flnilly, mott of Dr. 
UhmM mdtkh with th« find fi»ulti unraSulaW<), Sen. 
Ko^llnfi eofftptiined publkly thai tht lurvey b(Ui| 
kept went in Atlantic CDC luued i dtnlal »nd dccltred 
th«t th« full iuf\ry would b4 r«l«iM4 wiihia thirty d»yt 
Tb« rtpoft It rtUaMd from CDC « few weiki Uier, however. 
wM deicnVd «i **A PreliniUuo^ Report to the ConftiM." 

Seoeton McOi^vern ind Hotl\np notod diacrepincki In 
wlkfti WM n\€tM4 by CDC vmI \M (\nd\np prevkniily 
teveikd by Dr. Scheefcr. McOovern uld the CDc report 
WM "tailored b) blunt the hkhh c^|ce ol whet the CmUnif 
Duy KhikOy have reviaJei** He polaud out tbet earlier five 
lUie fin^p were miulni ^rom tb« icpoft TSeie (imfinit 
b*4 tilled fai mofi mulitpte ^utrUioflal derxieacke than 
ihe COC «ef>lofi. The InJilai venlon, KfcOoven taJd, (our>d 
iSil frora itale to itete the lenge of iH wb}ecu with two or 
mcee "unKceptaMc'* blochcrnkal vitutt wu froo^ M per 
cem to 32 per cent, the COC report* McOovern not«4, 
dtd not lndica(e the MalMo^tite rente, but found 4 2 per 
cent wUh mullipV dcfk^enciee and rejected the earlier repord'i 
uM of the Hftn ^Unac<ep(aMe." 

Dr. $c^aerir, memwhik, gave an Interview to the 
WashtHifM rast b whkh he pointed out other dUcrepinckl 
u well. uld the COC report uodertuied the etunt 
ifld Mrioutneii of anemli. '*fn the Mmp^e we Hudied," b< 
"one person out of four was cfauiHed as e rUk foe 
aMmla. I can't get that out of thLe docurDent,*' The report u 
released, Schacfer said, also irKtuded datji oh only four 
nutrients, '*|eav|n| out servm albu/nin ai^ thiamin^ both 
Impoftani** He said mu«h of the data on Teui Ar»d 
loublana was omitted due to lh« fact that "survey bead- 
quarters wai moved tiom Washlngiofl lo Atlanta over my 
<^JeciiQO, a:>d aO the computer pT0|fam« have to be te-done 
for « oew coinpwier.^ He uUi he had wa/oed his luperton 
In HEW that itK move to Atlanta would cause a delay "of 
at least a yssc." 

After hh Interview, Dr. Schaefef, who already had been 
put oA deischcd scrvke with ihe Pen America a Health 
Organitatioa, accordinj to rwwtpaper aceotjnti wu warned 
that be would be tred before his pension vested ihoutd he 
ipeak out sgaio. He hai not pubtkfy done so since. 

Why were Dr. Schaefer and (he many ftut/ttionlsti who 
worked with hiirk« t/eated so? ^liy were tovernmental fifiires 
loach 10 have the reality cf the inost fundamentat of human 
prpblemi detailed at a time of freat nat^al and world-wide 
public Tolerest? Why would scientists within the |overn. 
nncQt )ola In Suppressing the work of one of their ownT 



If tnswin it> thbii 1^^tiofu could be fouAd, tSey 
be but part tl $ Wjer trm iriglealty mltilnl inewir, whkh 
would explaiii why AmerlctM led their governilMnt to{era(« 
hunger, poverty, »Ad suirvrlng /ear after year, decide after 
decade? Are we irvV> ^ li^* ^ claim and betleva wa are. 
a compassionite pf:>p(e1 Or are we, euenilaily abd tntty, a 
people who ean and do scU-rl|hteou>ly demand a *woel 
eihJf" fof the poor ii>d hungry whl^ avowing a "welfara 
ethjc" and providing guirinteed Inconni for the ^anti of 
igrt-builfteis^ 

Whyt Why do we allow ih^ desperaU see^s o( our poor 
to go unmet? We can offer ro ciear answer. Perhapi it has 
lomeihing to do with jhe fiaiuie of (he poor, the exietit to 
whkh they an black, youni, elderly, female, Perhaps it 
has something to do with our ntoral dUapproval of those 
who are unsbte to lurvlve ia a "free laterprlse'* lyium, with 
our scorn (or those who need out help even at we grudglngTy 
give it. Perhaps, 

AH we know H the physical and psych^glci) ImpKl ocr 
fai!ure to solve this problem has had and will coni]inie to 
have. Dr. Schaefcr ar>d his collesgues have provided m 
with the tangible proof of the matnutrltkiit of mUliooi of 
An^erlcaM. As to the more IniangiWe harns Dr, IrurV) 
Bettclhelm, the eminent child psychtalrtet, hu put Into 
compelling proee the view tlut food In our culture 2a closely 
identified with love sr>d that there cm be no adequate nurture 
where the person being fed feets thit the supplier Is dealing 
with him eiftheron an Impersonal, mechankal bsiti or 4ts< 
bettiiling him at the same time as he provldesi 

Eating and being fed sm Inttnatcly cooi^.led whh 
our deepest feeUngs. They arc the most basic InierKlloQi 
between human beings, on whkh rest all later evaluaiioos 
of ourself, of the worM, ar>d of our retaik>tuhlp to It, 
Therefore aayvMng that rubs It In that we are t»ot gtvea 
food in the right way. With the tight ettvxiotia, qutsUotia 
on the deepest level our vie tin of ourselves aod of tlioee 
who ^ve it to ua. That Is why food gtven by the acbool 
without due regard to the chOd^i id f respect polsoos hla 
relatkx) to Khool sjid learning . . .* 

« • • 

Members of the CltizeAs Board of Inquiry feel prlvUeged 
to have been able to do the work we did, and have therefore 
no personal com^atnis to recite. But it may be revealing! y 
Important to rtccr4 ihit we likewise were vUHt^ with some 
of the infuriated tfcatn>eni given Dr. Schaefer and hla 
aisocUus.^ In a disturbing manifesUtioa of (be seemingly 
gfowlflg lertdeiKy of our goverxuneot to strike bftck jit (ton 
who critkiie ft, ChaUntan lamk Whitten of t^.| House 
Agtkulture Committed Appropriat^ns Subcommittee em< 
ployed numerous FBI igenls, In addition to regrdar committee 
Inveitigstors, to Interview those persons anywhere In the 
nation who had talked to members of this Board it hearing* 
or had given ue the photogrtphi that were in our report. 
The agenti queitiooed the poor inteniively. Later Chairman 
Whtttea ejipicssed Incredulity that snyone coutd inierpret 
the inveidgatloDi as IntlmUatlng to the poor. The lavesttgatora 
gave Congress a page report, atkgedly oa the operation 
of federal food programs, but baskalt^ leckirig to discredit 



*BrMW Betu{h*lm. Food to Nurturs the Mind: Tht CklU/tn't FouftJotton. 1970. 
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our <vkfeacc tad our witncssct a «eQ t.% thow *ho hi4 
«pp<axcd oa ihc CM-TV (looimcntiry, ' Hurtrr ui • 

Nof wu thU th< only iiKh muifntation o( ihc fovcra* 
lAenl'i rrlalrttoo bsliiicU. The lostitute of Defend Analy&ii 
— o( ill peopk— Uiu«d ft report criticil of our fiotlkngt, 
eriticiinu ihat «crc ihla ia coocrpt acu valueletl tt 
»'eal. fint o( »]|. to 20 hifh officials of the DepartnMol 
o( Deffcose, bcfinnini wiih Gerverat WtslmofeUtid. And, 
u late u 1 971. Vice PmSdcnt Spiro Ainew went out of hU 
way to reMuitect the burkd isiue of iSc ftccurac> o( the 
C0$-TV docui»ea(«0' "Kunje/ in A^ika**. tnti the 



Office of EcooomJc Opportuniiy ihcreupon immediafety with- 
drew it from its Itbrary ftrtd refused lo circulate ii to 
commuoity ftoupe, 

WtK& the findiftp of a report by ibe Bureau of the Bud|et 
oa the toclat coat of mabutritioa In ihe United Siatei^ and 
iot neej for an icKrcmenlal invntrnenlof approximately 
three billioa dotUrs to eliminate it, wer« publicLud Id the 
pfttu, efforti were made to prevent the rtporfa ever becom- 
iO( available lo the |cneral public. 

We can ody hope that ihe ^vernment thii Ucm will 
ad<ireu in furvdi and ener|iei to renoetfyinj the program 
(fcfecti rather than berating cr^ic«. 
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I. 

An Overview 



Undeniably progress hi5 been made Thii couatry, for 
instance, hu spent well over «ix times u much at before 
our 196S report (from $6*7 mjlUoo in fi«tt 1967 lo ♦ 32 
billion in fiscaJ 1 97 J) in an att<mp< to guarantee the nu- 
tritionaJ well-being of pwor peoftk, It has more than qua* 
Jrupled the number o( reclpi<!Dts o( food stamp* Ifrom 
2.5 aulUofl to 11.8 million) and nearly quadrupled th« 
number o( children fed a free ot reduced price lutKh 
(f/om 2.3 miUk>n to S,4 million). These are heartening 
achieven..'nii. They iUustraic, too, that the present admin- 
istrattoa. i't more than wai true ot its pctdcceaor, has 
had A will< ngncsi to nio\'e forward. 

The increase in federal food program partkip ^tioo since 
1%S can be seen in the tables on the foUowing pases. 

ff we were reviewing here a matter such as increased 
federal highway construction, or any other materially- 



centered government project in whicf. atatistics provide the 
only meacure of success, failure or commitment, wc could 
take pride in this Jata. and look with confidenct .nd com- 
posure at the job still to be done. For thtre are stili 26 
/niHi>yt America/U Uvitig at or bftow t«der^illy-4tiintd 
poverty teve I and who, thirttort, cannot 4i{.drd lo pur- 
chast an adequate ditii v%d oyer 117 mHlion of them 
receive no help y^hatevef from any federat food program. 

But we are considering something Infinitely mor« com- 
plen, mote profound. W;? are cons'rdering hunger and ^ts 
debilitating effects o(i human personality, growth, and 
de' efopmertt. considcratKMs deserving the h!^st priority 
f I a civilized nation. And v-hat is at issue, as much as the 
will of this administration, or any admioistratioo, to take 
anion, is the humanhy of and the swift abi?'*y oi our 
methods. 



THE BUDG£TARY PROGRESS OF nOtHkl FOOD PROGRAMS-- 
A SIX YCAR REVIEW fJNCE THE CREATION OF THE BOARD OF INaUIRY 



(all r|[ure& 'n mjlHons; all figi;es represent bi;dget 
obligatiofis Of actual program costs, whic^ever 
IS rrwe appropriate) 



A3I of thf pfosran-.s li»Ied with \ht ex:eptH>n e< 1-5, 
Cmt^rgency Food and Medical Services, ar« administered 

the U S, Departrnent of Agriculture, I S r« operated by 
the Office of economic Opportunity, White many Govern' 
n>erit agencies have large food expenditu''^ {eg, Oupi-i- 
menl of Defense), the only olhef food-providing pfogfam* 
lo which poor people have sccess becau&e of their poverty 



are child-feeding pro>cts funded under Title I, of the 
Ctementary and Secondary £ducation Act {tSEAi, Head 
Start. Johnsoo-O'M^.iley Act, Titte i-ESEA (migrants), TKfe 
l-ESCA InandicappedK Follow Through, and Mo^el Citie». 
These currently pfovlde food funds In the $75 lo $90 
million range overall, 
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t rAMILVfCCOINtt 
1. rood Stamps 


1M7{Kt) 
236.4 


1 l«l{Kt) 

403.S 


FIsetl inn 

59^1 9277 _ 


1,965.2 


2,247,2 


t JTWert.) 

2,896.6 


1«73;m7 

12 Times 


b. Ad<nln[$^ 
tfvf Costs — 

2. OvKt 


1Q5.S 
10>S 


!73.! 
12.4 _ 


2237 

J1.6 


_ 551 
27 


1,5/3.1 
53.8 


1,790 

80 


2,400 
100 


23 Times 
10 Times 


1, Program 
Costs 


102.8 


181.3 


2697 


247.4 


285.7 


290 


302.4 


3 Times 


6. Administra- 
tis Costs 
fodcni 


34 


4 


7.9 


21.1 


22.5 


23.9 


20.9 


6 Tim^s 


(incTudiftg 
asslstanca 
to statas) 


















3. NutxitlOAal 

(Packages/ 
Certificates 
Mothers 
afHl 0\]Uinn) 




- 


8.1 


137 


15 


_ 16,1 


16! 




4 OirKt 
Distribute 
to Institkjtkms 


_14J 


197 


32.1 


21.4 


20 


27 2 


27.2 


2 Times 


5. £m«rgency 
Food and 
Medical 
Services 




13 


24 


46.1 


45,2 


20.0 


30.0 




H. CHILD PIIOlNa 
PRO«RAMSfretaO 


450.7 


5015 


621.8 


722 


979.^ 


1,1577 


i,4?'..i 


3Tirr»«$ 




1. Qeneral 
Sctiool Urtch 


1477 


154.7 


161.2 


168 


225.8 


244 


274.7 


Times 


2. Special 
Assistance 
lor Free 
and Reduced 
Price 
lunches 


2 


4.9 


42 


132 


309.2 


434.5 


587.7 


244 Times 


3. School Breakfast 


.6 


2 


55 






20.1 


52.S 


crimes 


4. Equipmcrvt 




_ ^ 


15:2 ^ 


' 16.? 




in 


_ 16,1 


23 Times 


S. Meals for 
Dey-care Centers 
and ftecreation 
Programs 






3 2 


7.3 


21 


35 3 


74 




e. special Mitk 




102.5 


lon^ 


"Tdrr^ 


93J ~ 


7 9374" 


-9?,T" 




7, Administrative 
Cjipenses— Federal 
and Stale 




2 6 


5.1 


8.8 


10 6 


9 0 


10 1 




B CofTimodities 




■ 23*.r 


;;25irT_ 


m:$ - 




7;3Q(5:67" 


"713.77^ 


1,6" times 


9. Nutritional 
Training 












.4 


1.0 




III. FUNDS UtTUKNCD 
TDTKUSUftf 


204.7 


2287 


29 


30,3 


1.7 


469, r 


I 




\i. TOTAL ALLFCEDINQ 
PXOfiRAMS 


687.1 


905 


1,213.9 


L649.7 


2.944.6 


3.466.3" 


4,323.5 


6.3 Times 
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MMILY POOD PROGRAM STATISTICS 

FOOD Vmn COMMODITY om^lBUTIOH 







fiMt«f 












Bwtuc 
Stmpi 


P'^Jacti 


Ptrtlct> 
















1961 (FY)* 


50.000 


,381 


6 


e.384,0(^ 


Unavifl. 


1962 (FY) 


151,0Cj 


13,153 




7,443,000 


Unniil. 


1963 (FY) 


359,000 


18.640 


42 


7,0*9.000 


UnasTil. 


J964 (FY) 


392,000 


2&644 


43 


6,135,000 


Unlvall. 


1965 (FY) 


633,000 


32.505 


110 


5.842,000 


Untvalt. 


1966 IFY) 


I,21S,000 


64.813 


324 


4,770,000 


Unavall. 


1967 (FY) 


1, 832^000 


105.550 


836 


3,722,000 


Onavall. 


I96a (FY) 


2,488,000 


173.137 


1,027 


3,491.000 


IMavail. 


Dec. 196$ 


2.822,000 


18.401 


unknown 


3.660,000 


1,243 


Mar. 1969 


3,179,000 


21.637 


l,3C3 


.^,769,000 


1,243 


Juo« 1969 


3.224,000 


21.586 


1,489 


3,539.000 


1,186 


S«pt 1969 


3,418.000 


23.133 


1.544 


3,563.000 


1,183 


Oee. 1969 


3.$45,C ^ 


24.605 


1,584 


3,742,000 


l,l7l 


M»r. 1970 


5,075,vX^ 


70.794 


1.624 


4,069,000 


1.213 


JuM 1970 


6,457,000 


91.633 


1.747 


3,977,000 


1.244 


S«pt 1970 


8.103.000 


116.809 


1.915 


3,480.000 


1.156 


Dm. 1970 


9,727,000 


129.844 


1,987 


3,732.000 


1.135 


Mar. 1971 


10.631,000 


143.406 


2,007 


3.974.000 


1.132 


Jur>« 1971 


10.518,000 


140.907 


2.027 


3.642,000 


1,106 


S«pt 1971 


10.610.000 


141.435 


2,031 


3,487,000 


1.094 


Dec. 1971 


11,184.000 


149.956 


2.005 


3,554.000 


1.096 


Mar. 1972 


11.428.000 


154.298 


2.044 


3.567.000 


1.061 


June 1972 


11,672,0^ 


157.576 


«■ 


3.021,000 


«* 



"In )unt. 1972, the 3.129 coun'tie* and Iftdepefxfent citiel in the Unfted StatM. 2,13' had a lood stamp program, 923 
had a commodity distribution program, 64 had botn (nearly afways Ir di»t»ftct politic »ul)dfW*Tofti of a county), and 
10 had no propam at aU. 



CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM STATISTICS 
(Kumbar of chltdraa raccNbi| mtal on a dally basIi to peak month) 







School 




Oay^^ra 






lur>ch 




Recreation 




School 






F.'Oirafh 




UiKh 


Frta and 




KaaU 






Rodifcatf 








All 




School 






LuiKhei 


Lunchti 


ftrealdJstf 




1961 (FY) 


13,527,000 


1.2^6,000 






1962 (FY) 


14,265.000 


1,333,000 






1963 (FY) 


15,035,000 


1,365.000 






i:^ (FY) 


16.087.000 


1.480.000 






1965 (FY) 


17.025,000 


1,587,000 






1966 (FY) 


17,852,000 


1.866.000 






1967 (FY) 


18.323,000 


2,150,000 


50.000 




1968 (FY) 


18.615,000 


2.325,000 


167.500 




1969 (FY) 


18,700,000 


2.800,000 


221.000 


138,400 


1970 (FY) 


21.900,000 


4,600,000 


442,000 


321.500 


1971 (FY) 


23,700,000 


6.200,000 


756,000 


595.000 


1972 (FY) 


25.400,000 


8.400,000 


1.178,000 


126.000 day care 


(estimated) 








1,01 1,000 sufmrer 


1973 (FY) 


27.500,000 


8.400,000 


1,562,000 


1^,000 day caro 


(estimated) 








1,379,000 iumrT>er 
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WHERE WE STAND NOW 





TM UnhrafM 


Uta>t1l72 

^artklpa- 

t^OflOaU 


Tacgat Poj^la* 


HMt|f r lap 


ParctffI 
Mini Urn4 




26 million 

IpOOr Or lU 

f»r yf . for a 
famHy of fptif) 
to 

30 millioo 
(urMkf $4,476 


U.S million 


12,5 million 


11^ miiikxi 
to 


49% 

to 




3,0 million 


3,5 million 


15.2 (Trillion 


58% 


CtrtWclhil 


Ipoo* prag- 
nant (^omen 

ufxJ^r one) 


164,000 
22,400 


175.000 
a2,500 


2 million 


8% 


Lunchil 


IV miuivn 


0-H million 


8,4 million 


1.6 million 


84% 


Bnakftit 


$.5 million 
to 6millior 


1. 13 million 


].6 million 


2.3 million 
to 4.6 million 


20% to 
34% 


F0o4 S«nrlct 
a) D«yta(i 


750,000 


154.000 


300,000 


55*6,000 


24% 


W Summtf 
racrtttion 


3to S mitliofl 


1.3d million 


i.5 million 


2 millk>n 


27% 10 
46% 



o 
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Alidc troffi the immeoK %tp betweeo ihoat ntchcd uxi 
tb« stiD>«Klstmg rXcd, what ot ihc eutntkmal at^uacy 

Tb( twu b4Sk t»may tc<ii'tng program » arc food lUrbpa 
and coounodity diin=hutk«. Hie curKnt food %tmp pro 
gfun provkki i>m; poor with ipcDdinf power ctKMjgh to 
purchase at the kvcl o( Department o( Agriculture^ 
Etooociy Food PUn. The doOar equivalent ol ihU p^an is 
$ 1 1 2 .00 a monih for a (amity of (our.* 

lo fact, this amouDU to to average pet persoo federal 
MbUdy Of bon« (tht differemre bet<«eti the face vahie 
of the iiampt and what the leclpkdt payt for them) of 
|1}.4S amcnth or M Tceots a tneal. From January, 1970, 
(when the food plaa was at $106.00) K>luly, 1972, (when 
U went to $U2.00), the coosomer price index for food 
coflsuofieO at hoove went up at a rate 300 ptt cent gteater 
than the rise in the aHotmeot, The Department of Agricvl^ 
ture, however, 1968 haa described the Ecoooniy Food 
PUn "as not a reasooable measure of bask money needs 
for a good diet.** (o Us last nationwide Food Consumption 
Survey in 1965-66, the Department, bi fact, found that 
fewer than len per Cent of Ote families studied who K^ni 
at the Ecooomy Food Plan levtl were able to buy iheJr 
recooujieoded dietary- atlowance tot seveo essential nu- 
tHents, while over 50 per cent of the same families had 
poor d'eli becauic they did not obtain <ven two-thirds of 
those reccmmcoded allowances. The plan neglects signify 
kant regional differecKes in food costs and assumes that 
ail families are composed of smaller children^ rather than 
allowing also for the needs of more hearty-eating teen- 
agers. 

The diet of the three million people who are ea rolled in 



the commodity distribution program would not be entirely 
adequate t\en if all received their full aSotment of lUght^ 
o\er 37 pounds of canned aod boxed ioodi each month. 
They wowW obtam at kast 100 per ceot of the Recom- 
mended Da3y Allowarxre of protein and lix mioerals aod 
viiariinx, but only 80 per cent of needed calorki. In fact, 
however, the program distributes an avenge of oixl;y 212 
pounds of food pet person enh month, ot 74 per cent of 
the prdmiied items by weight and 73 per cent of the items 
according to projected retail va!ue (>9.50 • mooih value 
as opp($sed to the theoretical $16.00 a mocth). 

The pkture that emerges from o«r t«vWw of the tvidenc* 
ot the pAst four yean U this; an uftdrrlaklng requiring an 
extremely setisilive and eompassk»at« uDdersUodmg of 
peopk and their r>eeds not oiily for food but for a sense 
of worth and scU-eiteem, is being performed by an Iropr r- 
sonal bureauracy, govertied not by ihe reeds of the peopk 
it is supposed to ser\ e, but by the tkceds of bureaucracy it- 
self 

Such, of course, in oversimplified form, is the way most 
go^eIntnent operations do function. Ultimately (he laslc set 
before them geU done, la some fa'hlOr\, Id some calendar 
year, if not now, then later. In the matter of hunger, how- 
ever, there aie not another five, ten. twenty ,<ars to wait, 
Lives today are being irreparably damaged by declsiors 
already made affecting food programs. Dccisioiis are being 
made today that will aifect the lives of thousands more, 
In this report we have attempted to set forth in detail the 
reasons — in program concept, planning, and administra- 
tion—for the nation's failure lo rewh the remaining oum- 
ber of the poor untouched by any federal food program 
and the reasons for (he tense of disillusion and despair 
iirideni anKwg so many who have been reached 



Summary 

In summary, it can be xdd * W/tf 57 per cent of the 
nation's poor art reached by one of the fno standard iam* 
ihy feediiii prograru, 4S per cent ot the total poor receive 
enough only to pi*tchas* a diet at the bare survival level; 



atrd that ii ptr cent receivi test than thref fourths of the 
recommended dietary oilowoncet. For 43 per cent ot the 
fusion's poor there is no federal help at all. 



•There is ftii|*/to#» ptrutiAi In « ftderat court. qufifiofUKg ihe nutritional ade^uary ihlt. 
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11. 

Political Considemtions 
and Bureaucratic Sensitivity 



But th«rc bai bc«6]progr«itt lince 19$S trvd it has coin- 
ckfed ilmo&t exKtly with the NUoa acSmiaistratioo, How 
did ; t coffic about? 

E^iy Ifl 1969, Pr«W«ot Nixod *m q^iowd ai layinf 
r«gardlsg food programi, ^\<kj c«i) say that this admiais> 
trttjoo win havt ihe fvi>i complete, far-rcacbing attaclt 
00 th« problcrai of hunger In Wsti^ry. V»* aB tlw iSetoftc, 
JO >ofl| It it doeio't cost any roon^y."* 

Without revWioj oW hJtlory of the Kedftcdy thd 
Johiisoo admliiistrritioos, k caA be %a3A that Mr. Nixoa'a 
podtk}Q wu abo thetr*i; rhctork, but not resotve. How, 
then, bas th« pfognss ibce 1969 been madet 

^tfbf through Coa^msloaat Uiitjatlve and 

th< ln$!st«DC« ol pfivile otiaolzaliocu. Wc would add that 
a Democratk-cooiroUtd Coojrcu has moved more read- 
ily aod decisively since 1968 than k wai willing to do 
when Derpocrati aho cootroUed the White House, the 
Oe|>artmeo( of Agriculture lyS the Bureau of the Budget; 
oc than H UUly would have had that beeo the case these 
past few yean. The hungry — • those kept hun^ and 
>pIoerable by our employmeot afld wtlfare policies — 
have probably beoermed from a govenuneot divided bt^ 
tweet Republicarw tod DcmocrW. 

The Senate Select Cocunlttce oo Nulriik« aod Humaft 
Needs (tha McOovcm Comniitiee) was created by a 
resolutioa btxoductd oo the day H tnttr VS4 was re- 
leased. Since ea:ly 1969, it has co&xientiogs!v studied 
aod monitored tM sought (o improve federal food pro- 
grams. 

Oq May 6, 1969, htsldeol NUoa called for "an tad 
to hunger in Aonerica Itself for al! tijne^ and made certain 
be^nning proposals, Od Christmas Eve, 1969» he com- 
mitted his adnilnistfation to feed all needy school children 
in Amerka at whatever necessaiy cost. Bui li took Stna- 
icrlal action In Febritary, 1970, to force him to accept a 
school hinch bid that mandated fulfiltment of th'^t promise. 
Not did the May* 1969. pJtdge deter Secretary Hardin's 
sttcteufut effort to defeat a more liberal food sump bill 
in J'.Je House In December, 1970. 

i:^veats of 1971 ra'^sed even more doubts regarding the 
May, 1969, pledge. 

April, The Admin istratJOQ sliced ore-third ot a 

rnlHkxi welfare recipients frocn food stamps rolls. They 



were restored In July under pressure, 

May, ip;/— The White House put into action a year 
old dccis^ofl ii {^ase out dUt/ibutloq of foodstuffs to preg< 
«»nt and nualng mothers and Infants. (The progrun was 
restored in December, reportedly as part of the admlnlslra- 
tkm's strategy to gain enough Votes 10 confinii the appoint* 
men I d EaH 8ut2 as the Oew Seeretary of Agriculture.) 

/unt, /P7/— The Administration refused to refeuc 
funds to permit one milBon Inner city children to have 
food at summer recreation projecta. The fua<b were re- 
leased in July after public pressure. 

/97y— The AdmlnistratioQ substantially reduced 
food stamp benefits (and in some instances eliminated 
eligibility) for the "upper income poor," The benefits were 
restored la January, 1972, again unde/ prtssurt. 

August, ; 97 /--The Aamlnislratk)^ curtailed free and 
reduced price lunch funds available to the states. The 
funds were restored in November utySer prtf Atrc. 

Stpiembtf, /P7/— The Admlnistratioc re used to spend 
funds oo revampi/ig the commodity dt^lxrtion pro-am. 

October, /p7/~The Administration cut 1.5 million 
school itnc^i recipients from rolls. They wcte restored In 
November uoder pressure. 

Nmember, iP7/— The Admi..lslration ordered reduc- 
tion In reimbursements for breakfasb In schools and 
meals in day care centeri. 

Dtttmber, 797/— The Administratioo re/used loperm>t 
commodity distribution alongside of food stamp dislribu- 
lion in Seattle^ W«hington. This was prrtnitted only after 
a court order, and an offer of food to Seattle residents 
from the oty of Kobe, Japan. 

The Congress 

The politics the hunger bsue can be seeo !n Congress 
as well as In the statements »o/i actkms of presidenu. The 
original food Stamp Act was successfully enacted in 
1964 in large part because Coagresswoman Leonor Sulli- 
van ot St Louis, Missouri was astute enough to Knse that 
the bill whkh she sponsored on behalf of the hungry could 
be used ia trade by the urban House members in eachaoge 
for farm legislation deslitd by the farm bloc. She took 
skillful advan;age of her bargaining powtion to enchaflge 
a whcat<otton subsidy program for food stamps. Iq 1967 



*Nkk Koiii \jti them Eat Promise*; Pftntke-Hall, tnr: 1969. fa ft 310. 
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tftd in 1968 ihe repealed bet tinUf^ oi li&kln| urbio 
tuppoft lot turn proptm wiih rural and fann nppoct tot 
food ptoftiou >od wti thul able to cxteod a«) expand 
the Act aod iu tuthorkation level 

By 1970. ihe fann tubikSy had beeocDC lo suspect 1a 
the Cofifreu that bo aHiaoce couM be (o^|ed. EfforU by 
'he Natioflil Fartnet'i Ornolaliod, labor unlooj, u>d 
the Cottoe Cogitcit (o cxpk^ ■ mutual deal betweeo pro- 
ductkw paymeu aod stamp supporten proved aborUve. 
Food sumpi were ihos oo lo«i$er « poBtkal uset to the 
HouM A|riculturt Committee. Aecofdlngly, I0 aa u&usual 
about (tcty oa Febtfui.ry ^ 1^7), C^cruaittee Ovalnnaa 
tt Poa^c (D-Tex.) ifid ruik^g Repubticao coaunhtee- 
maA Fa^e Bckber of Oklahoma, wxote House War* and 
MeaAi CommUtee CbaJnpa:: Wilbur MiDs (OArt.) that 
they vttt wUKai *'it your Committee feeU that H must 
recomroeod a Family Assistance ^fO^m. Inctudinl the 
payment oi cash to needy ramtUes, that you should abo 
lalce over the ihaptng of the Food Stamp Frograra that 
theie might be do coo/lict or overUpping.** 

^\k* hM abo be<Q a major factor la the. Senate's 
haodliAg of food p(v>gr«it]», although the reiuHt have as 
oAe^ recently, pfo^en beolgn as malignant. Senator 
McOovern'i presidential ambitions have by iko means been 
hampered among bbe/tt coiMitueots by his potliioQ u a 
leadiag hunger fighter In the Coogtess. Georgia Senator 
Hemian TatmaJge, Chairmaa of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, and Senator Eldest Hotlingi (D-$.C.) have 
gained strength amoog the^r new black conttttuenU by 
their support of food stamp and Khool lunch Icgi^tion. 

No Advice, So Consent 

In 1968. we recommended that lo enhance the dignity 
of the dblribution of commodities and fopd stamps, public 
hearings be held at times ard places convenient to probable 
benerKiaries so that ihev might commebi upon sute and 
local govemraeni plans for running these programs. 

In 1969t the Task Force Action Statement of the ^'hite 
House Conference 00 Hunger called upon the Fresideat to 
permit the poor to run their o«a food programs because 
"Hhe provisioo of food services has too often been thwarted 
by lack of responsiveness at the State and loca' government 
leveh." The Conference stated its beBef that "maximum 
dignj.ied participatiofl by recipients is insured by transfer* 
ring organizaiioaal tad operaticoal responsibiiitiet lo duly 
constitu(ed> broad-based> local community organizatk>ftS 
or the recipients themseKH." 

In 1971. the Report of the FoQo«-Up Conference to 
the White House Conference stressed (hat poor use had 
been made of voluntary organizatloas io the fight against 
bunger, The report emphasized the fact that ''often the 
tremendous talent, energy and even money of volunie;n U 
spent fighting various levels of Covemmeot rather t>aa 
in extending and multiplying the outreKh afld ser^ 
of local bodies," The report further suted that **t^je use of 
citizens' advisory committees at various levels <i Oovem- 
ment, as regards both poverty and consumer programs, 
sl'D needs 10 be developed " The report complained, also, 
ihat the Conference advocacy of major involvement of the 
poor !a food programs bad been inadequately treated by 
the rtipoodicg Federal agencies. 

As a purt^ private body (formed, in part, because 



the federal gor.emment, when asked In the person of its 
Surgcor>-General what it knew about the eiteni of maloU* 
tritiofl In thii country, replied "Ve do not know . . . U 
hasa*l been anybody's job"*) we are particulariy disturb^ 
that the poor have not been involved more la their own 
service. 

This exclusioft of the poor from even the most modet! 
advisory role, coupled with invariable nega^ve reactloa 
by the government b«reaucr*cy to any adverse commen- 
ury, has led to the Increasing alienaticci of the poor tod 
firm entrenching of of5cial insensitivlty. Unfortunately, 
the poor have been treated as byttaikSert throughout the 
past four years of food program tdmialstratloii. 

There was participatioo of aay sort by aay outsider 
la the programs* directK)n until» la late 1968. the USDA. 
for the first time, convened a Food and Nutrition Programs 
Advisory Croup of the Consumer and Marketing Servkei. 
Its function, ctiensibly, was lo review in advance 
policy decisions affecting the direcUoo of food assistance 
programs. Unfortunately, the group held its last meeting la 
May, 1969. (at whkb time it listened to staff siatisikal 
reports), and has been defunct ever slace, despite promises 
to resurrect it. 

The Department of Agriculture hai consistently re- 
jected ofiers lo permit paniclpattoQ of poor ceopte's rep- 
resenutives \n drafting sesilons ob proposed ichool hmch 
or food stamp regulations, Pub5c outcfy forced it lo print 
its school lunch regulations la proposed form N'ith com- 
ments invited, rather than Issuing them la final form by 
trKlLiiooal fat The Department canccUed « program on 
food aid scheduled for its February, 1971, Outlook Con- 
ference for its Exten&ioa pcrsom>el from arouad the coun- 
try because several poverty groupi demanded to be 
heard. It limited to 30 days the opportunity for poor per- 
sons to comment on proposals which would drastically re- 
vise the food itamp program, but gave the poultry Industry 
60 days to ana^ze regulations on chkken Inspectioo. 

Response to the White House Conference 

The Department's response to the rec^n>endiitions of 
the While House Conference on Hungi^r ts equally ImUuc- 
ttve. In rejecting the request that operating respoasibUi^ 
be transferred to local community organlzatk>o$ lo as> 
sure majiimum dignified participatjon by recipients, H 
: Imply begged the queitioo. *'Food programs,** it replied, 
'*ate best operated through Federal, State/local govem- 
menul structure that U reipotislve lo the needs of the 
recif^ents.^ 

The Department's response vu more feeble, »till, to the 
oft-repeaied suggestfoo that commt tily-based groopt be 
bvolved in outreach work lo bring programs to potential 
reci{4enti. The Emergency Food aftd Medical Servkes 
(EFMS) program of OEO, the Department said, b eo- 
gaged in outteach. (Yet the EFMS program is b:irg 
phased out because the Department supposedly is per- 
forming identicsl duties.) As evidence of outreach, the 
Department does point to the existence of two hand- 
books for volniteers aod mention the work of its 
indigenous nutrition aides in advising families of proper 
foods ai>d how to cook them. 

When in 197 1 the Admlnistratioa KheduSed the Follow- 
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Up CodfettiKc to th« ^'hite Koum Op«iferebc< il hoUie4, 
«)qp<tuivc WiUiAmsburi. Virgbia, E ori^r to prcvtot t 
recwTttK* erf tbtf unexpected ukeovct of the 1969 Coo- 
fcrtoct by pdor people wbo m*<k Impai&iooed prcMOti- 
tkw of their tnte rests tod Jeotddi, it did oot cvctt iovUe 
repmeolativet ol th< poor: ooty fovenimeDtal oirici«!s. 
butioeu leidcn, doctors, autrit3o«ibts, «nd a Uw church 
people, <fort <fid pc* eoUrely succeed. Member* of 
the Yir^l$ WcVif* Ri^U OrgMizaiiott entered unin- 
vited tod remataed to voke theif dismay ihal **poof peo- 
* pk «ft Q<x {avotved ia the pltAnlag of protrtmt thai ate 
supposed to Ke^p thecn,'* 

I a Ughi of this rorecio«ure of the adnu aUti itive decisioA- 
makini ;*<xtu lo the poof, k b not surprisinf that they 



have LrHfcaslngly turned to (he court« ai the repository 
of their t'omplaiats. St&ce o\tt 100 lawsuits have 
heen fded Vga) serv ices lawyers adackiog the programs, 
h h no wo<KJer that the Depart nveofs Office of Oeoeral 
CouQsci constantly requests increases In its budget tot 
additional attorneys to dcfod program chaDcAget (16 
man years in 1972), while the attorneys' tees of Khod 
boardi >tKj county welfare olfices are also on the rbe. The 
burden this has placed oa the courts, which were not 
deigned to review the adeqoscy of federal food programs. 
couW be i^rtially relieved were the Dcpwlment and iu 
stale and kKul counterparts to cvideiK« wiUiogness to 
ainl^ ihe poor into some form of program partnership 
and, iheteafier, effectively enforce program guWeline*. 



Summary 

I. Contresshnol initiathe and the tnsfstenct vj privati 2. The partidpathn of poor ptcpU In thi ptanni/tf of 
organizations Awv< b^en rtjponsible \or much of Me prog- food prOiroms has btrnt tnenty and co\'eftly discouraged 
reu thai has tome U food programs for the past four by VSDA. 
ye<trs. 
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The Discipline of tlie Budget 



They t^t us this story <u ifu w'A{<tfe offkt that thty 
dotft Aovr any moity In (his budget, or that thty 
Mt Atfv* any money to pay ptopU to work ro help 
out the long lines that art there isery momK 
So, instead of mor« surveys, ptease. If there Is any 
yvay potsible, put sdme more money tn the budget . . . 
Mrt. Delphliu Robiftsoo o( St. Francis Counly, 
ArUnsas, ie«ifyiB| before the C«ti«oi Board of Iq. 

There b more than poignancy la the tcsdmooy oi Mrs. 
Robuisoa» more ihut th« hurt oi t >tng(e individual. In « 
few igooized wofdi ihc ha. jummed vp the frustratlonj 
o( thcMjiands who have become enrolled in food programi 
and of many more who have noi. She haj also defined— 
in t very personal way— • majof reason why the nation*! 
food program* have teKbcd cnly half ot the poor and 
hungry: budgetary constraints. 

Ktooetary considerations, of course, i/feel atl govern- 
ment programs and h Is probably inie that no agency ever 
has as much money as couW be effeclivety put to use, All 
federal agexks. In fact, are notorious lor their bureau- 
cratk self-protective nets, their tendeocy to view their 
ap^copdaiiofis as money belonging to ihem alone, md, 
therefore, mocey to be preserved, not spent. Disburse- 
meots are aJwiiyi carefully mofurored, pQocities assfgnisf. 
savrngs readily .approved, We have no quarrel with honest 
accounting. Our quarrel* rather, is with the budgetary 
priofity that apparently has been assigned to ending thcf 
problem of hunger. Art dollars more impcrtant ihan 
people? Id th« administration of federal food prc^rams 
th* answer too often has seemed to be *'yes'' despite in- 
creased eipenditure* for the food proirams that ha%e 
coow over the past four years. For the sad truth is that 
every advance made has come only after the most bitter 
and exhausting kind of bureaucratic in-fr^ting and 
ultimately Congressional pressmv. 

UnfoTlunateo^. presidents have frequently set parsi- 
monious exaniplet after making the most liberal kind of 
public pronouncements. President Nixon's statement re- 
garding the use of rhetoric is an almost classic iltusC ration. 
His predecessor^ were little different President Kennedy 
inveighed against those who cut school lunch funds and 
had his Secretary of Agriculture declare to Congress ihai 
we had the means to abolish hunger, leaving unanswered 
the question of **wheiher we possess the humanity to do 
so.** Then, yielding to budgetary teitr^nts, he proceeded 
to return onspeet to the Treasury, over three years, a total 
of $260.7 million In customs receipts specificalty set asfdc 



In iht b^idgti for feeding poor chiWttr^ and adu5ts. Presi- 
dent Johnson declared war on poverty and then withheld 
doring his adminlstratioo $619 million appropriated for 
food pr<>gjams (n order to meet self-fmposed budgetary 
restrictions, 

FOOD STAMPS 

The Department of Agriculture^-in conjunction with 
the Office of Management and Budget (0MB)— has 
passively accepted the ljO(?gcury discipline on food pro- 
grams, rarely exhibited strong in'itiaOvt to make tooova- 
tiv< use of its funds to feed hungry people. In 1969, the 
Department of Agriculture refused to "*« $36 million l.t 
food stamp appropriations that would have fed 5,2 mi' ~' 
p^r^ns for one month under the prc^ram then in elfect. 
its refusal was based on the fear that to spend all of the 
money available for fiscal year 1969 by adding new 
counties ot changing total allotment might bind it to spend 
loo much in fiscal year 1970. 

Similar stinw were permitted to go unspent in 1970. In 
December. 1970» when the opportunity came to change 
the food stamp law to allow unused monies to be carried 
over ?o the next year, rather than to be lost, the Depart- 
ment offered no exposition to Congressional conference 
committee action wiping out such a provision, even 
though i( had been passed by both houses of Congress 
ai>d was thus entitled to become law. 

As a result, only this June the Department returned 
another $418 million to the Treasury, thus denying the 
poor ten per cent of food stamp monies, monies that could 
have yielded another $40 per person in food purchasing 
power over the course of the year. 

Controlling Partkipction 

The principle that preserving r.ioney always takes 
prixedence over reKhing every eligible person is the 
clearest thread running through the administration of the 
rix>d stamp program since 1964. Adequate money ii the 
precondition of any universal food stamp program. yU 
level of funding and the siM of the program are inextri- 
cably interlinked, since the w-illingness to buy the stamps 
depends upon the level cf the bonus offered. The higher 
the bonus (the difference between iota! allotment value 
and purchase price) the more likely an individual is to 
participate 1n the program. Thus, in order to keep partlci- 
pation levels under some control and thereby place ade- 
quate restraints on cosU. the Department has had the 
choice of holdirji bonuses down by setting Ugk purchase 
pfjccs ot hn' total ?;iruncnt values. 
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Siac< the progrtot'i locepdoa, the Departnieoc tis 
«dopic4 b<xh coun« o< iciioo. as well u d<layed ihe 
McepUmx of apptk*nt cocntie* iftto the program. During 
the fif« ftvc progjtm y«*ri through 1969, ihc cost to ihe 
user tkA frcoi Approximately 30 per ccdI U his dispos«bte 
locomc to * hlih of 46 per ctai. Even the poorest o( 
poor— those with n<> Income it all or iiKomes o< 
less than $30 00 per mooth — K«d to p«y something. 
Tb^t «nKH»fl< wts $8,00 f<H s (mily of four uadl ibc UW 
of 1968 *heo \\ bcciimt $2.00. It was reduced "enperl' 
menuUy" to tjothing la iwa South CmoUm cocolies in 
Mirch, 1969, (oo nwre than W persons were stned at 
this Level ut any ooe month tM the experiment has cost 
less thaa J 15.000) it»d finally to flothiog ftatioowWe, 
effective February 1, 1972. From all rcpOcts. oo the Kner 
Ktlofl. restrictive kxal ioterprelatioas tod rcquiremeats 
that appiica&U pro%e t!i€y have no iococnt apparratly have 
worked to keep jnany recipknts from bein^ pJaced io the 
free stamp category. 

Households bcyo«d the $30 OO-a-mooih \c\t\ Can still 
be compelled to p«y up to a statutory ceillAg o( 30 per 
cent of the!/ disposable moolWy income in orJei to receive 
stamps. The purchase tat^ dow Iq ef(e<:t require aa 
vestmeol ol appronlmately 27 per cent of dtsposable in- 
come for the bu/k cH the poof, which U o^'cr two times 
as much ai the }2.S per ceot of Income the average 
An^etican spends food at home, It it Uttlc wonder that 
a study foe the Senate Select Commliiee on Nutrition 
conducted io 1969 coDciuded that the cost to the user 
was responsible for excluding at least 56 per cent of the 
eligibte poor «ho did nc< buy food stajnpa in food stamp 
counties. The purchase price requlrtttient closed the door 
on the pocrest of the poor because the lump sum cash 
pay^nt loo high for them to meet at any one time 
in the course of the moaib. It restrained those whose 
lacofne wu between $30.00 to S200.00 a moAih from 
participating because of the l^gh percentage of Income 
th«^'y had ro put into food stamp purchases ro the sacrir^ce 
of o<her necessities It discouraged the particlpadoo <A 
thoce making $200,00 a moi^lh and up because the return 
involved in the bonus-cash purchase ratio was not attrac- 
tive enough. 

The coupon allotment value has similarly fuoctioned to 
dissuade many food stamp customers. From 1964 through 
1969 the total coupon value ranged in the North from 
$^ 00 /or a family of four with montWy income ot Jesa 
than S20.00up to $il 2 00 for a family earning $^30.00 to 
$360.00. In the South the range was from $58.00 coupoti 
value for a family under $30,00 up to $80.00 for a family 
In the $190 00 to $2 10.00 bracket This Irrational distribu- 
tion, with more coupons going to the less poor, was chal- 
lenged in ^xHirt and finally abandoned in December, 1969. 
with the in.4ii.ution of new coupon Issuance tables d)at set 
tola) aOoLmrnls ar the level of the Economy Food l>]an, 
without regiot:^ variation. (The Economy Food Plan at 
the time set $IC£ 00 a month for a family of four or 
slightly over 29 cenu per perstni per meal The amount 
pow is $112.00 per month or slightly over 30 cents per 
person.) 

The selection of the Economy Food Plan could only 
have been made from Oie desire to Hmit spending, for 
earlier in 196* the Department of AgricuJiure had thought 
it inadequate for nutritional purposes. 



$Mt% show Ct^>e Department had commented] (hat 
few families spending at the level of the Economy 
Plan select foods that provide nutritionally adequate 
diets. The cost of this plan is not a reasrnsble mea- 
sure of basic motley needs for a good dif <. The public 
assistance agency ihat jecognizes the .imitations of 
its clientele and is interested In their ni'Uitionai well- 
being will recommend a money allow \nx for food 
cociilfknJi h highci' than the cost feve? of ("w /vconomy 
Plan. M Jjy welfare agtnciet base their food cost 
standards on the USD A Low-Cost Food Plan which 
cofets abcHit 25 per cent more than the Economy Plan. 

A yttt later the Orparunent changed its mind ajld 
described the plan as providing "a fully nutritional diet.** 
By 1970 the Depai^nt was prepared to assert not only 
that (he plan "provides sufficient purchasing power for aii 
adequate diet," but that "(ocxS p'ard providing an ade- 
quate diet could be developed at still lower cost*" 

In the midst of the December. 1970. oongreisional de- 
bate on the food stamp bill, a letter from Assistant 
Seen tary Richard tyng was loterjecled claiming that the 
"Ecofwyny Plan does pro>ide families with nulriiionaUy 
adequate diets ... It is obvious, of course, that the more 
expensive food plans published by the Department offer 
families a broader range of choice and allow them to 
utilize foods with lower value per dollar," 

Congressionat Crists 

In August* 1969, President Nlion proposed ellminatjoo 
of the food stamp program altogether as part of his welfare 
reform package without, however, providmg for any off- 
setting increase In ca; h benefits^ The attempt, which, again, 
could only have been ma'ie to save nxxKy to the detri* 
ment of actual stamp recipients, was ab^Jidoned In the face 
of pubftc disclosure and criticism. In the fall of same 
year, the Administration actively lobbied against the food 
stamp bill sponsored by Senators McGovern and Javib 
(R-K,Y.) because of its hJgh allotment ($134,00 a month, 
the dollar equivalent of USDA's Low^Cost Food Plan 
as distinguished from the Economy Food Plan) and 
lowered purchase price (no more iha.-^ 25 per cent of In- 
come would have been required to puichase stamps and 
free stamps would have gone to families of four with kss 
than $67.00 monthly). The President threatened to veto 
food stamp Jegisfatlon thai exceeded his budgeted figures. 

The nwst cruel triumph for budgetary discipline came in 
connection with the food stamp debate In tKc House c« 
December 16, 1970, when a "work requirement" provision 
wai passed as part of the House Agriculture food stamp 
bill. This provision compelled every able-bodied adult 
food stamp recipient to iiccept jobs paying at least $1 ,30- 
an-bour under penalty of having his family lose its entire 
food stamp anoiment |t was passed during the Clirislmas 
season when many pre-holiday parties were In progress 
and a number of supp(^ers of a bi-partisan substitute 
bill were ahsenc, A substitute bill (called the Folcy- 
Ouie Bill aft r its principal sponsors, Rep. Thomas Foley 
ID-Wash,} aLd Albert Quie [R-Minn.]) would have set 
the allotment at 35 cenu per person per meal or $128 00 
mon:hly for a family of four. Itoonlalned no work require- 
ment clause. But because USDA regarded the cost of the 
substitute bill as "entirely too high"*— M Secretary Hardin 



ERIC 



200 



• rote every congrwMnwj— h fel» cooipetled to lupport ih« 
Cqihinltut bill. 

UsbA. in April, 1971, Issued propowd regulations fof 
implemeotinf th« J 970 k< ihal ckirly rtflected bixJietiiry 
considtraUoiU. Uniform naikmwkJe income eligibility 
&Undards were set &i slightly above the poverty level, 
bul without regard for the welfiic piytncnl levets in 
many slalcs. As a result. In slates with high assbtamre' 
standards for aged, blind or disabled Individuals and 
couplti (over $160.00 per month for one person and 
$210.00 for two), elderly persons ori welfare *ho were 
previously aul04ii ilk ally eligible lo receive food stamp* 
wer« 10 be denied such ^>eaefkis. The thrust of this change^ 
coupled with reso*jrce-a«et tests that were more Jtfingent 
than 'inder some welfare systems, would have been to 
eliminate as many as 350,CXX> participants from foM 
stamp r. 1$. 

There was aft outcry frcm Congress ami the publk. The 
final regulations, bsued in July, 1971, automatically in* 
eluded every welfa/e recipient as a Lxxi stamp eligible. 
The annual cost cf rc-including the one-third of a million 
persons who rccet\c the smallest possible monthly bonus 
($10.00) was not In excess of $42 millioo. 

By >ie1 iing the $42 million, iSc DepartmcDt sought to 
mollify ii'tlin of two other cost-rcducing changes that 
were i'> go inio effect shortly after January 1, 1972. The 
chang>*i on tiicir face appeared to flout the Congrcssionat 
intenl In passing the 1971 food slartp act revision, acting 
a» tbty did to constrict, gather than expand, the numbed 
of foc^i stamp uscrt. The same uniform standards that 
I mastv^ly increue eligibility in the South would 
also cut off frotn food stamps in twelve suits another 
75,000 elderly poor perv^ns no< on welfare and whose 
incomes were at the top ol the scaTe, fn addition, the De- 
partment had promulgated new food slamp purchase 
schedules iHst drastically raised the coct of stamps (o ihe 
"richest of the poor" without concommitanlly i/Kreasing 
the value of their stamp allocments. 

The pracvical result of these regulations was to reduce 
the benefits of 1.750.000 persons. The Deparlmcnl offered 
no estimate of how many of these would voluntarily quit 
the program rather Jhan expend considerable effort for 
tiltle return. For examine, welfare recipients and oiher 
persons in New York and elsewhere whose income for a 
family of four fas In the vicinity of $360.00 a month 
would have to pay $99.00 for $ lOS.OO In stamps instead of 
$«2.00 for $10«.00 as before. This precipitous 62.5 per 
cent drop in bonus value from $24.00 to $9,00 was de- 
signed, according to Assistant Secretary Lyng '1o feather 
out the bencHts a* Income approaches the eligibility 
standards" In order (o lessen alleged disincentives to eant 
additional income. The justification was lhat a person with 
a Job earning $4,300 woold decline a $4,500 \6b if the 
litter |ob would cost him $28S.OO In food stamps an- 
nually, but not if the loss were limited to $108.00. How 
much less well he would eat if he stayed at $4,300 because 
no other jc^ was available fthe most lilcely c]rcumsrar>ce) 
was not considered significant. 

The response to the approaching reduction of benerui 
to nearly two million panicipanis peaked on the eve 
of the implementation of the new purchase schedules 
Elderly participants in the \Miite House Conference lob- 



bied their coogfcssmetL Sen. Hubert Humphrey (D-Minn.) 
introduced & resolutkn to preserve the previous eligibility 
standards and purchise schedules for those who would 
otherwise be hurt by the tww ones. The reiojutioo *•» 
tacked on a> an amendment to the Odidren'a Denttl 
Health Act of 1971 and sent lo ti.i House. Twenty-eighl 
senators petitioned Secretary BuU to make the necessary 
regulatory changes without the necessity for Coogre<sional 
Klion. Fourteen Northeastern stale government offklals, 
including many Republican govemoa, appealed for a 
n>ofatorlum on th* cuts. Sen»^or George Allcen (R-Vt,>, 
ranking minority member c* the Senate Agriculture Com« 
mittee and a supporter f f food itamps in the 1950*i, trte4 
to persuade (he White House to undo the damage. Finally, 
it was revealed that the Office of Management and Budget 
had impounded $202 million In food stamp monies that 
represented the Increase in appropriations over the Depart- 
ment's bu'Jgel request. 

The Department, accordingly, retreated, and ordered 
modifications in the regulations to ensure that no prevl- 
ously etigibte participants would lose any benefits when 
the new purchase schedules went Inio effect. This meant 
formally loosening all controls over the withheld $202 
million , although the program's rate of spending (approxl- 
mately $l50 million a month) wouOd still leave it with 
S418 million plus to spare by June 30. The final resolu- 
tion of the struggle was a welcome move to anti-hunger 
advocates; yet all their efforts J^tually went not lo expand 
the program, but merely to hold the line .gainst the forces 
of budgetary restraint. But, in the end, $41 g million in 
food stamp funds \va« denied to recipients in the name 
of preserving the budget 

SCHOOL LVNCH 

Other food programs have been damaged or amputated 
by the swing oi the budgetary scythe. Major school lunch 
amendments were passed in May. 1970, after three 
months of bargaining to overcome Department of Agricul- 
ture reluctance to accept responsibility for seeing that 
it'.ates and school districts fum'shid a free or reduced 
price lunch lo e\-ery needy child (the poor and in some 
states and localities, the near-poor as well). The amend* 
ntenls c ailed for positive slate action to extend free 
lunches to all schools. 

Accentuating the Negative 

The failure of those amendnrvents to achieve their in- 
tended goal two years later is directly attributable to the 
Department's method of handling their execution. The 
Department delayed the announcement of regulations 
governing (he new amendments for o>er 100 days, until 
the eve of the school year on September 4, 1 970- Then, 
instead of a cteari unambiguous statement, positively r>oti- 
fying state and local officials about the extent and timing 
of their obligations under the new law. the Department 
stressed the negative— wl^ai they did not have to do. 
Instead of specifying simple procedures for determining 
eligibility, (he Department added complexity upon com^ 
pie xiiy. bewildering school personnel and parents alike. 

On October 1 3, 19V0. for instance, Herbert Rorex. head 
ol the Department's child nutrition programs, wired his 
regional directors to reassure those responsible for state 



wy Kboo: tnlo ihc Khoot luoch pttyAm cf to force M 
My thai ao m»tUi U 9 oetdy.** Tbii wtj puf«ly gntui- 
tous lAd uaworthy o( u o^Kitl In Mr. Rocei't p<«itk>a. 
But the nxmie i^u ckt/i |o Ucw, 

SuniUrty, IM DcptrtmcQt coiuHtcnUy refuied to »c< 
ka<nrle<)c<t let iIom \tdom oChtn, thai th« t rti law 
wa« In cffM tAd tnaftSatofy at th6 lUrt of th« 
icbogJ ytar in September, 19^. ritbcr thaa January I, 
19? 1, ttSea utkmal minimum etJpbility tukkntKi bC' 
cam* tMwfiflfi. The rwult; mauv Khod dUtrfctj loyed 
with thdf obuptioiii during the fall &dd did tkx i«riotti)y 
bejb to tOdtemptaV ldh<rift| w ihe law until four tiWflim 
hAd paided. As A ccfli«)ueAC«, it kast haif 1 school yeir 
<rf fe«din| poof <tuidrea was lott In many ptactt. The 
btidfcicd funds laiguhhcii unused. 

11 1 Department'i cJtc^isfve toat coosctouiAets his betQ 
evideiu In othet decWofts iWccUni k^ooI hinch^i. the 
Department has required slates to make their ^^^ptkadop 
fomt tnoch m<y« detailed as to par^U* toeOaW. Some 
U bcome catefOfy boies must b< <0(nplet«d. Stales 
canoot deliver hinthei free oc at a reduced petee sckN 
on (he basis o( family tUm had Income Scvcl without ttf- 
ereoce to a complex thri*-tkr*5 sc»k that haa proved 
impotsiMe fof many Kbool principals, let alooe parents, 
to interpret Nor «u ih« l>ep«rtm«flt wtDinf \o lei W^t 
Viriiflia and Pittshurjh proc«^ with ihelr pl^ to feed 
everyone ]a iheir schools at least a reduced price lunch, 
a plan «hkh U West Virginia, at kat, had ted to a 
douMing of pArtkipation to $0 per cent of ai{ pupib. 
The Department sJmply refused to pay the billi unless 
tocnt lekaivity was adopted. forcin| the poot ind thi 
near-poof to decla/t themselves DtgJected. 

Oa< of the most bannful actjooa by the E>cpartmeni in 
adrtiinlsterini the new school lunch law was the promulgi- 
tkxi of a re|ulatk« re^ardiai reimhunemeDit fates foC 
free or reduced price luncbei,* This reguiatjotl ^ohlbHed 
any itate from te-bnhurstn| i school district at a rate of 
tix>re thin ^ cents per meal served in cenaln . ^^y 
schoots unless the district finl gave i re-imbursemeni 
rate of 12 cents in "across the botrd'* general ctsh is- 
sIslaiKe i^ aU meab lerved b those schools. The Departv 
mem was ctrtilhiy aware that *'actoss the ^oahj" funds to 
whkh its rerjiatkia rcfer/ed w^re limited lo t nationwide 
average at the Kiat of slightly mote iha;S four cents. Thus 
its ^0 cent re-lmbutsement limit was i virtual Insurmount- 
able barrier to meaningful aid ta hard-pcessed schools 
since the majfodty of special cash monies «rou)d be uiV- 
touchabk wh^le schoot botrdls refused to eitend service 
because cf limited re-lmbursement 

By the time the Department became willing to retnove 
thU harrier, Ul mDlioo of the $>56.4 slated fof the 
fiscal >€ar was lost In March the Department agreed. 



effective iit Febfu«>, to pemJi ifates to irws/er spec!*! 
assbtaoct funds to the getkefa] assistance pigeonhole la 
order to satbfy the U cent tests, la other words, the 
Department sought to remedy the ImMct of its origtnal 
restrictioQ (a matter of regulatory p(^ Invented by the 
Department father than ttatutory f^ohcy mandated hy 
iSe Congress) by encoura^ng the divenlon of money from 
4 source (the spcdal assistsnce fund) speCitic^IlY Intended 
to help feed the poor. The effect of this 'ranifer was to 
lo*.fease support for lunches toe ail children tn a given 
school, lttcludi'n$ those from the mtddJe<Iass. 

In sum^ the Department^ by emphasizing the negative 
rather than ejihorting positive compSsnce; by underwriting 
procrastination; by refusing tU requests to simplify and 
reduce piperwork; by dcnytcig alt overtures to unlvcrsallie 
free Or reduced pcke lunch service in ^(xJeaUcaUy poverty- . 
stricken area*; ^ by withholding fu&is unlit an lmp<4- 
sible cobditioa couid U met, had brought hudgtimry sav- 
ings at the cspcns^ of ne^y chhdrct^. 

Former prwklej^ijal Bdvisof Dr. Jew Maye/ ofl Christ- 
mas Eve, 1969, hsd promised that the Administration 
would spend *S^hal it will cost** to do the Job of giving 
every needy child a school lunch. By the spring of 1971, 
th« purse was open (Htly in the must of erisB, shifting 
monies from states with surpluses to states whose lunch 
programs were lo the Ik^. None of ih« stales or school 
d^stricu were particuUriy n^Ung to engage In rapid pro- 
gram expand bocause of the uflcertAlnty that promised 
federal funds *oukl U forthcoming. The federal gov- 
emment by waiting until the fast minute to commit itself, 
ensured that state and tpcal bodies wouU do hkewise. 

Regulating Rtlmhurserrient 

In August. 197 1^ i few days before schoo) op<ned, the 
Department, fy)ng to correct the futkSiftg Imbalance in- 
du<ed by admiiuriraiioQ of reimbursement rates in the 
s^tring, proposed ft itev^ set of regutetioos, limiting reim- 
tHJ»s<ment for free tnd reduced pric< hinches from an 
ov^ali average of 5>* cfnts (>0 cents special a')d five 
cents general cash assistance) which wu much less th^t 
tMxi of the states had received the previous spring. As- 
tbtani Secretary Lyng, in announcing the regulations, 
wanted that ''fiscal dtscipKoe Is always difficuU but it is 
absoIute}y essential if we re to live within ou^r budget." 

The state school hmch directors reacted as if to a 
declaration of wi/. Neariy every sute h. d plaon«d for the 
fall In yeSance oa the spring reimbursement structure. 
Now the Department was scr^ng that structure and re- 
placing it wHh a new one (hat entailed cutbacks In the 
majority of states. Although the exact Impact of the De- 
partment's action was never certain, %1 states claimed 
that their programs couid M be espanded to reach any 
mo» needy pupils and some insisted that they would hive 



*flfia>KiMt oS iK* jkkoot IvKk pfOf^ b eom^s, hut 90M* kMwUdt* of la tmrteaeUt U ntens^ry ta UHduMtani VSD4 *etto4, 
» Tkfr« t/t two ititt^ tMUtorUs for CAth ttshieA£i, itriAng ihtif gkiMdriiy from thi fftffonat Schdot UttekAct. StcHcH 4 of ttigt 

•ci tto*14ti for ftiift^ cuh MiristMCi U tuppcn of tchooi tv/ick ptogtMu trati tki hotti, witkowl regard jot ihi luth of tht tchoct 
,&r fA* incomt ttotMt of ckitdrn tnfoUtd. Section tl providet fof tpicUl txiiX attUinne^ to timck pfcgnmi (it vHoi tit cotuidtrti 

^5^r«£i. ev^'^K l#n#r«f catA ^iOiX^Mi Mtionwidt ii ttx ttnu pit titeol. Spniol €Mh *j>*i/gi*f« netionvkti tvoagrt 
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10 iku atiiy o< tbclf hiochrocm*. Tbfl peobUrtt, o< 
«wne, WM that many lUtti Uut M rtAched <»<Uy i few 
<rf their fovt?ty toroflmeiat tn i9?0-71 had ottch mo« 
to *p*fta tbM 35 ctttii pef hmcK (>«c«i»e ibdr mooiy 
ip<tA<l i^«^ t Mn«n Dutbl>«( oC hiwha. With tb« same, be 
Joly iBikily Ufje/, ttv?«fll o< itHitty jivtU»W« la 1*7 
71 W (fivfifc amoeg iD4fly moft fuocb^i, to bcotbe- 
«xp«m« lap WM liKvitabk vtileaa (ufilik«jy, if 6o< Im- 
^3«^bk) itat« fviVts fiM thifc bf<»ct if 5«, the chikSfta 

• The «iHiatioo w«i famfflw. C'^e^ had matSe the 
flKHWy is?uJ»bfc, Tb* Office cfUtntMfotM »ftd Bodget 
vtattd Dopartci<li,Atihei4o« Jury, CoftfrH* had 
^DMcit4 1 ipecfai iM-feprtatkH) ^ $tOO inUl^« !fl cusioinj 
rfctip* fuftd* fc cirry o^v iiw pfovlsk>oj o< tJit Natfooal 
School Uftch nUtlfii to the itrvlce o( frw 
r<rfuc#d p<i£< tjwalt Hliifc thif nioflcy wt* ipeciScally 
lQte(i4<4 10 wpport lummef fe<difl| la wfeaikw pt<y. 
trama, ttiiKb of H wa$ ttitl available for Lh« rt|ulu ichoot 
luxh p«£tlnt Bvl AiaHtaot Secfei^ry Ly*g admitted 
to a Seoite bearing that September that the OffK* ol Maa- 
KgemeoriAd Budget coatro{led the amcunt enpeixied «Ad 
wanted bo rooce fobg out than the admlftUtratiott had 
aougW in /anuary. 1971, rtgardUu o{ hour eoodidon* had 
changed ilflce. 

With a majority of tiatei »dv«riefy affected, the out- 
cotnc lo the Seatte wai hardiy la doube. Oa October I, 
the Senate passed a rnoluikM caDiag for aa average 
relttibufitmeiU rate of 45 ceotj oer free add reduced 
price hiflch. The Departmefli. jeekfog to bead off House 
appfov*! of the reaoiutlott, countered with tA offer to 
keep the rdmburtcjrxat eute at 45 «Rts m fuftch, b<if, ta 
rttum, to deny ata'et the right to fiipulate a lei* nrin£<»«t 
eligibility ftaodaAi for free tnd reduced pHce luocb than 
the FederaJly promalgited poverty level The probable 
cowe^^wiice of thb offer wa» 4 k*» ol ludch to approxl- 
maU^r 15 »tIlioc childrca in 31 ttatel tad th< District 
of CotumbJa %here a higher lUodard had already been 
Ineiiiteace. 

Again, there waa a round of Moatorial pro<e$l (5^ 
Knatoft wrote a letter of complalnl to the PreikJeQl seek- 
ing hb Interveotiofl). private crit^eiam (Dr. Mayer called 
the ptopo$e6 cvib '"meaa-apWted''^ tbd Coogretiiotial ac- 
tion (the Ko«e Edutiiioq aiMi Ubor Comnuitee voted 
31-0 to override the cvt-^iff of cfOldre^*^. The Preakkht 
tviftly o^red the rcgulaiioflj r^K^^. rWs time Con- 
re** pvt an eod to further activhy with a resoTuliofl nlihn 
rcirl^tKment ratet to a minimuti ((»ot average) of 46 
cetita per mat. tn the proceu etitninallAg the (H3«sibk h- 
ceative to lerve reduced, rather than fret meak. aod ae- 
cepting all itate eUgibiBcy ataodards in exlsteoce before 
October J. • 

Equipmtht end School Lunch 

Ooe of the most critical fidon la rertralriiig the achooJ 
hioch bwJget ha» bc*o the Departmeat oC Agrioikure** 
cotitipuod ili|hUng of CoapttihcMi coocera iha: tubstAa- 



u'ally more futkH b* used for e^lpmeni ataliUace to eA- 
abie KhooU that now have c&o cafeteria or kitchetk facQit^ 
to ierve tunch. Coegreis authorUed e)ip«Adi»g ao-CaJkd 
**fK«-food iMMUfH^e" for food pteparatio*, in£«itort4- 
tkta, itortge and aervice f^lpaent to reach tniilioA 
ia fiscal year and $$J mlBioii la f«al fat 1972. 
The Departnieftt op(>o»td apf roj^itioa \A more tbaa $15 
miUioa each year for equlpmeoi pttrpo»ei. The Depirt- 
meaj h*d Hi way (ahbotfgh ^ ttatei •taUocatcd thejr 
flexible Sectkm 22 fuadf kA iitn )22 mlttioo 

toward eijutph.eol In lad at a rrtuh chiWren la 
roo^i of the 18,000 ichoob through<>ul the couitry with- 
out Utchefl e^^ulpmeni rernalnei ooabte to F«rtidpate id 
the Jwoci program.** 

Coflgre** gow la provMlng greater e<ioIiSff^at fuoda 
vai to aswre thai ow a four year period fcO«t of the 
school* Curfttttly wiihooi facktitiei eouW. at the average 
rale of $t0,00O per school, afford to operate as aatemte 
unitj of ceotraJ UteSeoi through the purchase of trtettti 
to hold and coavtctioa ovena to b*«l tne^li pecUged 
elsewhere. According to the Katiocal &■ hool Food Serv- 
Ice Froiect, fuHy e<iuipplng all wch ichOob could be 
achieved with | ruca^yea^t^72^hfough-1975 atsprofv- 
HatiOft of |4| ea'dtioa, for the 75 per cent of federai 
match of aUte aad local moolei would brfag In $16 mli- 
boo additkxxai state and local dollar« lavtsted in ov«M 
aad f»eezer» aod lesser eijutptnent Yet even tWr turn 
*ould not htlp the ihouttiida of schooU that alrea-Jy do 
serve breatiast *fld/or hach with the al<^ of groisly in- 
adequate equipment tha^ hamper* ihera from cffJcJeatiy 
reaching every eligible chad, 

USDA fftjbabty w*i oppoatog more ihia the 
amount of moqey auihodied by Coogrest for equipment 
Foe if *r) schoob had luch equipment * farger federal 
experiditure would he required to support their new hiach 
programi, 

SCHOOL BREAKFAST 

At the sajDe tm>e statei were rcjctliig uofevoraWy to 
suggested retreachmeol la fuftch support, the Department 
of Agriculture made move* la the dirtctioo of rettrding 
the ichool breakfast DTOgrant The Department clamped a 
bodgeiarv freei* Oft 25 per cent of the approprlaiioo, U- 
»\>ed tpti baJkx>ft rtgulaljofli holding 4yen|e reimburse- 
meat rates to 15 ceota per breakfast, and proposed pre- 
venting the atatei Crbm sbjftiag other school food aervke 
fuods to the breakfast j^rogrAat When Coogresi le^- 
Uvely forced the Department' to bKk dowti fiom these 
In'tiatives, which wotld, tot exaaspfe, have Hmiied break- 
fast service la Kentucky to two (troths out of the totire 
school year, aad theo ordered the Deptrtmcnt lo report 
to it the ae«d to fund ad Khoola dealriag breakfast pr^ 
grams, the Departmeai responded with a survey showfhg 
thit oflJy 1,170 schools without brea/ast waAted to 
serve it and thus ody $3 ta additiooat funds 

wouJd be accessary. The Department's study neatly uoder- 
stated the real demand by eliminating from cooslderatloa 
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tom< 20^50 (Mbcr Mboob tibii wovU to h«v« tm- 

iniJible to provltk theoi with rtAKxuble reifflburwnMat 
rile*. . 

To tcfmtn te ibli Humbert gtmc, Coo^ts hu bad to ' 
mov* ia to pfgvitfo tuthoriry ^or *ny icttool re- 
qutitJni th< program to begin t<f>ing brtiWtst. 

SPECIAL FOOD SERVICE 

Budget rtitrtlatf potttictl cctitrdQtitkA ktve ilso 
dooltut^ ih< hl^y of the {o6d Kr>ic<, ^ 

ViAik pfogrtm (»ft<f Rep. Cfewkt Vthlk ItM^WoJ^ Itt 
Cofi^rmkH^at ipo«i5oc wHtn H vis eoKted to 1961). The 
t>ro|rtm f^^nldtt ntaU tod srucks to uotU ch3dr«(k la 
dty o^e c(Qt«n or icbool tgifi chiUrcq Ui iumm<r 

btcpun bt$vi with « trkkk of Jt^ortt^d fuMls 
^ fisrti 196^$5.7 milliott, Ko loore ihta O lmUUoij 
of thU impoot wu «v<r btUi2«d bectuK the Deptnmcot 
0^ ApkvtUSf M 00 fieU flctworic c«p«bJe of commofl.f- 
Citing wiib iAy itgttifictiit Qbmbtr of the ilpuU. uo- 
Ofo^iied prtvftle utucn ihut hukUe prt-xhoU chiV^ftn 
4M icboo(-ft^ ctuldrea whea the Khools m «'<oseil. 
PrtikSeot Nixoo rocogolidl ihU fact whca he kVced 
(ormei Prtfldcpt Johiuo*'! fiic«l, 1^70 budget fe^ueU 
for Jm ptogrtm from |205 puihoo to $10 mnUOit, oofy 
'to have Coflgrttt , approve il5 mittioo. Prt<lictk4U of 
400.000 chttdren hetng fed the program iu the luoaawt 
tad yeir-fouod b ftKtf i970 cottip^ to i more mloik 
320,000. So6m SS^I miflktt of the apocopriatlofU wai 
e«/rted ovef for uk la fist-ai 1^7 1 Ja additki lo $J I ln»- 
^ l^'<^re<t appropda;IoQi. * 

ihrti itraFght jeixi between 40 eM <0 per teot 
of ^ppropdaied taoeki freot tttOte^ h^cmf Otpt^i- 
Ktcoi refuted to uadeiutce i coocerti^l drive to prooMte 
theprograoD aihl tpeivl the tUiM !b hiAd; The Dep^rtiiKfit, - 
K<us(o(M<$ to dealiac wkh the Iukmv 4u4otity of lUty> ^ 
pbi state ichool Kineo dkectofi, ^ not make the effort ' 
ttecemiy t<) feach out to % myriad of po(eotial redptent 
limftuUoM, the hitt&i ^« pMsed ofl from ooe year to 
the iMxt, #ith eKh 6« it- yet?i oew fuddiag oot appear, 
tug li/ge because of froeft the >tAi before whkh 

ttevet kti the Tretwiy. ^ _ ^ 

> la keeptog ^th Mcfa a p«r«baoatoQl <k>(iag out of food 
mouroea, the Deptrtrseot arraaged iHth the Departmeot 
of Keahh. EduUtloti 4M WeU^re CK£W} to hmH De- 
paitmeot of Agrtcvhure food kJd gotog to the Ke^ 
.Start pfograau. The two de^aitineofs tha agf«e<t in tate 
196$ that He^ ^rt Pri^grtnuwhlqL vett I&IL lied pdor 
to N<Atr&ber. oc whkh 1^ food fuodi tocorponled 
la the(r He*d Suit hudgeti fioAoc^ l>y Head Sutt 
'coutd Boi pArtictpttU to the Viaik progrtm. 
V This d^cfaioo tfeuta tU remarUhty utuubbtguoof pro. 
grlrti tuthocizttioQ e|JUng for ."grtata" to ''malaulo** 
< "aoA-prolH tood lervice^ !a day eait ceatcn or other 
child care for chiUrta from um poor cooaom^ 
C^Uiooi. Its Unp^ b&i beet severe. Keid Suit rvow 
tpitiOt \t per ceot of rta eoiUre ipproprUtjoo^-or slightly 
over $50 mJnio<»— to feed' Ht >75.00O yooogsfen. The 
Head Start bulget wu cut back tea per ceot la fisca] 1^71 
oocit Coogreu overruled the ^reiMcat and restored the 
cut Iti fbcal 1973 aOocatkw i» lo b« $38d ttiltiod, a 



aialntenai^ budget bsuffkient evea to counter the ini' 
pact of InllaUOQ whkh U aowhert otore lmm<^diate1y felt 
than In the coat of food, 

Thut> the effort td' retard aotiichdot food icrvkc pro. 
gram expeoditutet i^xceeded also In restraining etpensJoa 
of Head Start Ic reach the total of 1.6 mitUoci ftddltioAtl 
eligible three to five year oids below the poverty kvet who 
r^ed lu Jervkei. 

Internal Conftki 

tfl the aorlog aod wmmt of 1971 lome regkmat of- 
fictati of the pefiartawQt of Agrkuhure cAa^e Into con- 
(tkt with the^ Wtshlaj^ tupertori.ovef eitef^dla) the 
Vaajk prcig/am*! cutttich. Tm local offktali/ aware of 
the program'i lurphti fi^a aod 4pp4retttly rcsoNed to 
put ^ mooey to effective Q$«, vent tU o^t $eQ ipedal 
food lervke to aiaio< cttiet, H C1ik«go oo« locU officUl 
aotitfcd poteolUl ipon^bn tha( %*at to re«ch more 
children*^ and aske^ whether they kaew "of ajiy aoo-oro- 
fii symmer prpgrutt or day care ceatert vrhkh win be 
io eeed p( hnaaclat a$siiUttef with ^ood , . . If 
you know of ^V, pleife ^U»ct the USDA.** tkitoh wis 
urged to tdpK iu clipactty. U>$ AageWi was toM that if 
it fouijd the jphildrea, U$DA t(?oukJ fiad the mooey. Sati 
Amooio iraf promised $200,000 a roootb in food. 

But Wa3hiagt<w ofl^ials were iMf a» eathu^iastk about 
promotxog their ptoduci First, the Departmeat, r«actln| 
to a report of iu Taspector Oc.i^n] thai io^ cttks had 
chUmed they were u){ai vofuateer uh/kKt u their re<^u!^ 
kKal eool^tton. tj^ed ur^taccesafally to ban the use cf 
voIui;tecr labor ai p>tit of the itatc tnakh^ Secood. the 
Of5ct of Maaa^meat ihd Btidget deckkd to hold the 
1971 Ipeadiag level to 19TO ftgure*. 

1>tii ekvea cttiea 6at h^J beea «timulat?d by CSOA 
re^ooal ofTid^ii to pic^k^pdte la Ut i Vaoik program kttd 
had |Yeptr<d (d feed «0(iW ^,000 childreA, were 
hy progrim hej^N^ thM the oottey wai aot avaiUbk. Dc- 
puty A$»Utaai Secretary Walip OUon claimed ihw the 
(j|7P speiKliag level wu ade^atc becauie every ataie 
comM operate withdut cutbftcka lad that **programf ex- 
paaded beyood thli>vei would be covater-produc^ve 
becauM of iKlm|a)ftr|ttYc prot^ma.*^ 

Coagrtii^ agaia^ iddk remedial actkM. It pasted two 
bi0s cxieodiag the ytpik ptotrwC* life tod io the procvii 
fumlshbg more fuodf. The Departaieat did M capitulate 
uatit forty ^aatoTs, ted by RepubKe«ha, wrOi« the Preal- 
deat to coatj^aift. The Ofrice of Mtitigemeat aod Budget 
reversed its decHkni a^d rckasod an Idditkxial $15 mDUoa 
to the ViniV prograait. The eplaode. khboti|h familiar !a 
maay reipecti (6 other budgetary coafticU between the 
DepirtRMBt lad CoagTeis, wai also ualqM In that h had 
beeo precif Hated by local ll^OA ttutiati v*. 

The ptt^er* h)a regaled Hsetf la 1972 (oo( eaouih 
mo6ey tvaiia^: Coagrenk^ taves^^oa; l^reskieotial 
rekise d futtos) ooly tiui time do l^partmeat ofnciaJs 
have promoted greater Ixpeadituret by aay city. Rather, 
the DepafiaKai has Waned over backwards ia the other 
diiiectk>a. (hreakriag Io eut off the program eotirely at 
aay silet serving bag hinches to more thaa two slaff adults 
per 100 chlWrea. USpA would rAiher have 54 cent 
meaii thrown away, if fewer than the antkipaled number 
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ol children u|» 6« « ^vtn d«y, th«n pennh t^tngiy 
EMER OENC Y FOOD A ID 

Budg«Ur> mAiiipNilatkifi tuii effected o*er food pro- 
tftjrii. No wottcr hid th« Eitt«r|eiKy Food »nd Medic*! 
S<rvlce» pfO|fim (EFMS) begun to make in affirmaUve 
impAct in previousjy iwgfcctcd pUcti luch u run! Texju, 
thto n wai determined (o be lufphua^ utd fUted fof 
retiremeoL The Admidlstratkxi trgued that the fuinrtiOfif 
of EFMS—primarily food program o^jWftch Uiat deeply 
IsvoKei reclptcbU to pro^ruA nechaokt ttA lupplks 
jot4 to Md pfoframi iht |)00f--wo«W tood be fumUe^jf 
by ilK Department p( Agrktilhire. But ihe Debartoeot"* 
vcrtioo (A ptjireacb cdflsists of (of W i per ceoi 
of 0e lUle <6« of hWfl| inkW3e-cUi$ civil j^rvtftU to 
become part of mte aad coyftty welfare lystemi Even 
then the budttwry Um for \Mt %dminHlrtiivt cost ibirini 
doet »o* rtmofely appeoscH the dose 10 ISO mlUioo utl- 
rued by EFMS lo focal yean 1970 and 197 K Hk Coo|fe«i 
Has forced admlotitration to speod $20 milBofi ia 
1972. 54.5 mUlk» of whkh, *t thejiui$<ebce of the While 
House, \i tobf to tKe American Red Crosi to pay the 
eipeasei of Project FIND, 1 program to Infofm (be eWeriy 
about the ivailabiJity of IfSDA tood »s?lsUoce. Thb b 
itiH a major cutback la the very rinl program that was ao 
oufgro*th of ihJi Board and ofCoOMtwiortal coocem over 
hunger Ifl 1967.* 

AID TO PREGNANT AND 
NURSING WOMEN 

ta Hunter. V.S^. vfe expresjed ow coflcen) over the 
fKi that enbiSng food programs did Bot lake bio iccouat 
the apccl&l dietary needs of prtgAlbt wotMn, the aged, 
fof^ntj, and perhapa ether*. Id response Our ctitJcUnn 
lod tkit of others 00 this vita] polAt. CoegresS io 196? 
eoacted a program to distnbut* supptenKWary food pack* 
agei to pregnant, nursing add pPit-partym ttKHhen 
{thf oogh the (ir»i year of the chikTi life) attd w pre-school 
children. County health departmeoti were encowiged by 
the Department of Agricutture with some stjccess to distrib- 
ute the packiges, Pretldenl Nixon endorsed the pfogram 
in May. 1969. 

B«t. deipite ibis early auppon Ironj the DepArtmew 
aod from the Preside ot, budgetary coosldcfaUous surfaced 
in April, J970, when the Department ansounced that 
(he program cou)^ 00 longer be extended to any food 
stamp areas arid that In commodity areas where the 
progf am had ilready begun, chidrtn over one year of age 
would (kH be allowtd to parUcipole. For tho$< women and 
children still eligible to participate, the 'oo<» sllotmettl 
wouW be tlimmed down by reducing vital scarce* of 
Vitamins A and C, calcium, protein, and riboflavin. The 
effect of these actions was to render the pfografli practical- 
ly wonhkss to (be people ft was designed to help. Paxtfcl- 
paljoA has been uhdetstaftdably ppoT. By Jubi^ 1970, th« 
program Was supposed to teach 460.000, Today It servea 
164.000 women and children In 266 pro/ect *reas or ap- 
proximately ,^5 per cent fA it* ori^al target and fewer 
than ten per cent of iht per -yle it might beJp. - 

• Tht ^ffltram. profOtei r filuiijippi Stnafot Mt Slenntf in iuii. 
lommitut on ifit rihU m (dttpeetd hkHf*f enj maUuirit'ion 



The program received new fife lo December, 197 1 » AOt, 
appiirendy, due to any objective rtasieasmeot by the De- 
partmenl (^ the sutritioAa] isetds of poor, prtgaaAt add 
nursing women and childrttt. but rather due to poUika! 
cotttlderaikiAl Throucbovt 1971, and especially duHfl| 
the summer, Detroli. Michlg^, rep<Atedly asked for «fl 
euMtided tupplemeniaiy feeding program to fiD the gaps 
left by tnade^yaie food stamp d'*tributjoo la the Inner 
city. 14 reouesu were turned dcfwn, Od the grounds ot 
Insufficient funds. This dcclsloo wtl reversed on Decem- 
ber J, I97ip (oUowlftl twdtiitoU. v>iKovtmber 29, 197t, 
as report In the Waihintion hw, Mkhlgan Senitor 
Robert Criffm met with Depiirtmeol of AgHcvhure n^pre^ 
^Atatlves to dl:<uss hl| posHoa on the Dombiatlo i of 
Earl L. Butz as the new SecreUry of Agriculture. The ne J 
day a Department d<;puiy assHtaot flew U> DctroH to Is 
sp<ct iSe supplenlentaty food program. Oft l>cc<mbet J, 
But* Wai^ confirm^ bjr seven votet, Lacbdlng OriffiaV 
shortly thereafter an tdditiooal U.OOO mothers and chQ- 
dren were added to the suppkitwtiUty food ptekige pro- 
gram In Detroit. On Det?mb<r 12, a Departmtnt te^m. 
le^ponding to a oew dernand from Detroit that the high- 
nutri^ Items removed from the package nearly 31 
motiths before be restored, made ancAbtr tr^p to the city. 
Nine days later, peanut butter tod scrambled egg mix went 
back on the list for the entire natkn aad the fruit Juke 
distributioio rate was boosted. - * 

NLOT FOOD CER TIFICA TES 

Under ti^s program pregnant and nurtiag mothers re- 
ceive certificates enabUng ih<m to puxhase op to $5.00 
o< milk monthly for themselves artd $10.00 of milk or 
iroo-fOftifjed fdrmula $a6 Instant baby cereal for ihelr 
infarits under 6oe year of age. It Is now Id effect la only 
five counties In the country (Yakima, Washbgtoa; Bibb, 
Oeorgla; St, Jphnsbort, Vermooi; Cook, Illinois; and 
Brazos, Texas) and retches approximately 12.000 people. 
The Department considers the program a eootr<^ it- 
perlmeni to determine whether 1 mother and child's 
oulrilional status Improves tf ^vtn tocreased food purchas- 
If^l power. The opst of runmng the program Is slightly 
more than $100,000 a mooth, mlntscutc b the total food 
program budget 

The Department, while 00 the ooe haod, employing 
the pilot certihcatc approach to counteract pressure to 
expand the suppiemeniaiy |»acM^ program for the same 
target popuUttOd. has expressed some oppotltioa to ex- 
tension of the prograrn beyond it» current status. Al- 
though pfcrticipwu hke the program, the Deptrtmeot has 
said, "ibe major Impact of *M pOot program Was to re. 
place cash expenditures wHh ce ificates, whkb^ hid the 
effect of extcAdrng family Income." In other wWdi, the 
mothery did not buy arty more D|Ck or formula; they 
merely botighl ti»c<e food tot the rest of their families 
with the money they pfevjously spent o<i milk. Under- 
itanding this reality^ however, hta not to date made the 
Departmeoi any ntore sensitive to yet toother reality: 
poor people want to hav« the ability 10 meet their own 
food needs as they see fit 

iiiT, fothwtng the teuimony of t(x pftyOctans More » Senctt SuU 
ii Stiuhtfpfit. rat tnacled inio tew (» I96f, 
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STAMPS AND COMMODiTlES 
TOGETHER 

It look politirtl pf<Murt from wwWM to Mttle the Uii 
bodgtr-tn^eadettd food iifOihjn dbpgw ot Wl Cctk- 
$ttti W tpeofktSy autiKXUtd A eouiUy ilmutUfleOusty 
10 d'atnbuie eommodttkf thd food sumpl lo the utat 
vet (but oo( both lo the »ame fatni^ Id afiy flvtn 
oodth), vhea • sJttQ wh vUtisi to |>«y eoiniDodi^ dietiv< 
tfy co»U Of Ifl tbe fftcc o( til etMffeacy. tbc KimbUti^ 
tkM ud tlx DepMmeot^ bi (ict, had toog^ ihit tuthor- 
tzAikMi both In 1^69 «od 1970. But ou* the hw wis 
cfaaftied lo (tf nnit du&i progrtm opentJoOy the Dcfwiiinefli 
obtiiiuttly refused to penult coobiki u> uU «dvaii(«g< 
ol it. 

$<«ttU, Wtihingtoo, rttSdefl J look ihc mtttei to federal 
dUtilct court The city hdd over 110,000 periods uflem- 
ployed, tmy with «5ct» such »i hofttet thtt vert uo- 
lakibfo Aod yet too vih»b)e for ihim to meet the food 
ifAiBp re«oufce ell|ibaky t<^$ti, amy with lfloor.es b- 



luffxrkfit lo ine«t food stamp purchase tcbeduk demaods, 
after meethtf house, auto, itkI iosurioc^ paymeots. The 
court orieitd the Department to impkmeol the lav attd 
ciQed the Secretary'i action io refusbg (o allow com- 
roodity distribution "arbitrtiy and taprfckxis*' la vlev of 
Seattle's ecoooak hardship. The OepArtmeat delayed 
•ctfon white cojiskJerin^ «q appeal to kgUr court. The 
Wfiee of Managetnent and Budget reportedly fretted ove* 
the priaclple's potaibly kx*^ extended MtkwwWc. result- 
k^l ill cofUy doubk prOf : ininth|. 

Then the city d( K<^>*, Japan, btervened. brifl|lii| 
Jibout t policy change that 'he intetvetiiloo of Washingtoo'i 
Republkaa foveroof and ether sUte otfktals had beeo 
utxabic to icWcve mn vhei appealins to White Hooie 
domestic affairs chief Joim EhitichmAn. « Seattle niiive. 
Kobe employed. ihe powerful weapon of humlliatioo. !i 
shipped o6<-hart ton of ric« noodles and canned food to a 
chutch-spooiofed group to distribute to the poof. Uc Dc- 
pirtment fcvtrsed {tself ii^ gtvc to. But onfy In Seattle. 



Swxmary 

I. Budtetof^ dodpiint, mhtr tftan tffkitHt dis- 
burt<mfnt ^ tfv«/Mlr fu^% U 0\i fkvtsl thtud runntni 
throuih VSD/ admtfdjt^ctioH ii (idtrat foo4 

). Anti-hui^ Iqrcii In Md out of Cont^ Savt 
had to tun cofisumt pfusurt to \tip prtant Uvtls of 
fundiflt ffom b*I»ll curtmkd, 

VSOA, fomfk/rtis thtouih c^^tnt tnt A. more 
ofun thfG^tk trUtrary odmiriUtre^i rtgukxUms, hm 
det^yfd 0id$omttimij cot. .ptfitly tkw^ed Consrtishfial 
tpphpfUnha mandtita to bring mort people ttUo lAe 
famfh food jtrMrom/ and io IncrtM tfvtt portkt- 
pathtt Ik acAdot ^Mch ptofonti, 

4. VSDA tontroUed portktpaUan :tn tht food 
ttOfiip pfottam h ftnln^ high punKist prkts. Urn «Ao^ 
men/ vaJWl unddtt^tHt oectptiHCt of appikgfU (ountii . 

5. VSD4 Kii cot^tnpvtfd on Htrdtirti relmhurst' 
m€nts U pays t ^ AMj fc^ mtal Ml upon testncHng 
thi Incotnt levrb of tUgihy'^ for fru artd tid)»itd ^kt 
lunchts m Ai prtmiry ^tioAs of rturicdng schoot tuitch 
txp4r)ditut$9. 



6. Thi Sptdot food $€tykt Progfam, deigned to 
provUi math fo cMtdrtn /« day ctnttrt, fku not bftn 
tffecHytty uiiUzed. Appropriattd monies cofisisttnti W# 
httn f hvftd io go knustd, and Warhington (JSOA of* 
tkiats Atfve npUctty tUscottntged Innovetht outreoch *f- 
fofU Jiriihriai VSOA oftkfs. 

7, Mafot cutbacks In thi Bmirgtncy Food end KUdkal 
Strvictt Pogrom havt iomt at a time whfn tSt program 
sitmid 10 bi mpkifif affirmatht ifnpoa. 

* USDA'i program to providt sprdat food aid fo 
pregnant, Mrsfnf, and pOst-partum moOMn and prt- 
$choot chitdrtn, after being se^trtty cvrtaiUd In 1970, 
gained ite^ tife tn 1^7 1 during suteessful efforu to con- 
firm Eart U$t4tt a$ thi $etretary of AgrkuUute. 

9. Operation Of both food itamp and commodity 4is- 
trilbvtioii progroiM, atifkough now offkiafty atdhorized b> 
VSt>A, hdi betn aihw^ of^ in Seatila. Jl^asfilngton. 
fcQowtng 4ft overseas shipmeni of food from Kobe. Upon, 
to SeottU^M poor and Unemploytd, 
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While (KKbioi h$i hUn more dcklcKoui io the wtr 
<A bunger 4Mting the p^t k^U yetfi tbu} budgettry Mm< 
itrtintj od the %ttetitl ot veipoots, the c«inp«Iga hts also 
been Kvertly hwdtcip^ M the rtloctAAce o( various 
lostrnmenUl amu to €rou fiir!9<SctioM} bouodaHei. la 
the abscoce o( vlfotovt CoDgmslonal directive to the 
cootrtry U b clev froa the fbod (votrami histories (Sat 
the $»dnc{sAt o( «Hi-lntttvt&tk>« viU Cdtitini:*, 

FOOOSTAKfPS 

The Food Sump Act o( 19M left h up to etch Kate to 
dctermloe tthether H desired lo paiticipate in th<i program. 
No cotiMy or city could help its itti^alt receive food 
ilaitipa 10 lod| ai the weUare ageocy oi the itate in whkh 
it WW located refttsed lo accept tt^pomlhiMty 1o( over- 
Kclni ttK progrvh'i adiniobtration lti4 (or filing a state 
[Aw c4 program opcratkms. ^vca vheit the atate plaa 
wu already prepared, even «beD oo itatt admlnUt/ative 
cosu were at «take, and ^eo when minimal overieelrtg 
by the Itate wii iavotved, the aiate Hill had the right to 
prohibit « willing county from running « food stamp 
pfognin. 

Local Recalcitrance and initiative 

Throoghoul 1970 Oklahoma sUte Welfare OUector 
Lloyd Rader, In fact, successfully t^led a food stamp 
program in Htnpoo County, OUahoaia, despite ihe desire 
of county commtisiotMrf to have food stamps, deifrite 
the extstroce of tn outstanding $32,000 OEO grant to 
the toe al community action program to cover the costs of 
certifying eligible families am Issuing them stamps, and 
despite the comptctioo of a SAiJsf»c(o^ sUte plan. Radcr 
itmpty refused to permit a food stamp program In Okta- 
bom*. Hanjon County Commissioners In March, 1971 
finally went to the oommodity progrim. 

Then Ifl March, 1972, Oklahoma agreed to take food 
stamps, leaving three states stili wiihoct a food stamp 
program: Delaware, New Hampshire, and Nevada. 

Although states have the power to bar the food stamp 
prcgnm from iheJr boundaries, they cannot, oftce they 
have accepted the program, compel local govemmeois (o 
make use bf it They tan coerce, they can persuade by 
offering to shoukier ndmlnls^ jtive costs or by relying on 
state lrgtslatk>n demanding a statewide program funded 
for the most ^ by the sUte itself, but In practice states 
do Oot compel unwilling countid to expend their own 
funds lo start the program. For example, although the 
dorlda kgistature passed such a statewide fay !n 1970, 



the lack of tu!5cient state appropriat^ont to pay adminis- 
trative cosH meant that onn a handful of the site's 6A 
counties complied Until late 1971, At the moment, feostort, 
Dallas and Diego are the largest metropotiun areas 
not covered by the food stamp program because of Iocs! 
option. 

By contrast It should be noted that a state welfare 
d^ector who conKkntSousiy strives to womote food 
programs In uncooperative counUes c-n be successful, 
if he h wUUag to bear criticism run political riskt 
For example, when former Georgia Welfare DirectOf 
William Burton took ofRce In t967 (appointed by 'former 
Ciovemor Usier Maddoji) some 69 counties In tb< stale 
were without any kind of food assistance progrant what- 
ever, Burson launched a campaign to bring every county 
in Georgia into either the food stamp Or commodity pro- 
gram. H'ls methods IrKluded friendly persuaslon--but also 
outspoken public criticism of rtslsting pubfic offrc^als. As 
a result he was denounced mistily by other politicsl 
leaders and his ^ was often Jeopardy by threats from 
irate state kgislators who resented his *'i»eddliDg*' In tf- 
fairs of local govtroffieoti Sut Burson vouU ed( be 
IntimkJated. He succeeded finally In brlngtng t food pro- 
gram to every Geor^a county etccpt on*. ReporU per- 
sisted throughout his term that Governor Uster Maddox 
was on the verjp firing Sim, but the enigmatic governor 
thrays stopp^ short of dc^ng so. His public lupporl of 
Burson was always lukewarm, but despite all efforts of 
Burson's adversaries to force him from offke, Maddox 
refused lo renounce Wrt. 

In some parts of the country, particalaHy the North- 
east, a county may have no power whatever to cvntroi the 
towns within its borders. The authority to cooperate with 
or Ut the food stamp program may reside «t the ultimate 
political level of the township. Middlesex County. Mass- 
achusetts, may suppcwedly have a food stamp program io 
operation, but that does not mean that Cambridge, the 
locaTtty with the highest poverty popylatJoo, Is coveted. 
Cambridge, by local option, Is Involved In commodity 
distributioo, Bristoi County, Massachusetts, may proclaim 
that it Issues food stamps, but the stamps do not r«Kh 
the residents of New Bedford, a diy with one of the highest 
rates of wnemptoyment In the United ^ates. 

Waiting On U$DA 

Even if the state, the eouhty and town prove to he 
ftilling to institute a food stamp program, the federal 
government may not he. TKf Department reviev* the 
state lists of waiting counties and makes its Own decision 
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II to vhooi 10 idmit, ThU decision H oftcB btMd on 
tHJ<lget bflaludoAs, but ilao. cntks decliKt Od potiBcal 
(•vodtttflv 

In luM, 19^9. tt )ht iAme time he iirt$ Klura!fl| $}0 
milt^ td *f(>fof)rUtiod| 10 tbd Jfttmy for C»e«) itui 
S<crcia/y Hart5ui rtf^ to expftod ihc rotb by 
»lmjtt30| couQtkt that M requested Incluskxi. Id April, 

(ttt SKttUry nhatA to tMx my ol th^ 
p«tkiitly-w&iticLg couAtiet. despite »fl unhinilcd 4rHb(>rt{|h 
tSofl, bcctuM tkt Otoe* d ManAfemedi and G.xJ^I woitkl 
oo< tDow him to «pe&d uy more B^oAey ott the ^ogrkm 
ihu wu kbtolutety ivi€%uty. CoAftmsmin Whjitca «ju 
finally (ofccd to write i dirtctive Into tb< lUppleme^iH) 
ip(i(OpiUtiom otdefiiii thsf US couotki b< »dmiited. 
but the order came loo late to - we m tm^ before fhci^ 
im asd *» KH i<>;edcd to u6iU Odobcf, 19)1. 

tbe VSDA haft, on Hi <wrft, barred Pu^n^ IUc<\ tlx 
Vtffia lilaAdt uA Guin Irott the F6od Stantp progTUft 
C^irttl k willlQf, c/eo if 6ot taxkHia, to have Puerip 
Rk>o kKlvded, but ibe Departzneot hat curcbed its di$Ctt- 
^00 to the eootrtiy, *ptjartDUY *xcau»f noce thai otie 
DiiQioA hierlo Ricam wouU U ^tipbk ai • poieotia! . 
umuat toat ot over $200 cnittkHi. Odce ifalo, bud|etaiy 
ciMice/tt^ ^pcl the DepArtmeiH to maMato tb<. itatus qod 
wWj Pticrto RJco clijiWe only fo# a reduced Ug ol conv 
tttodit^et lod the Puerto Rkad poor.confrpntleg MQUfually , 
high fo0d prtcei (becftuse ot triruportatioo to the Ulaiid) 
with the to*«»t IncoitMs la the cout^try (the SslatkTi per 
cipjti Ircome {« ku ihan 70 per cent ol UtiMpffi) 
Aod flo tocreaK lit thek food pwvhaslag power 

comoonY oisTRmnoN 

Tbe overtappbg. coasting Jurfadktioria! bbcks w aby 
r*ftDy'» participation fat the food tUttp program are 
mlmi^td la the coamo(£ty distribiitloa bircgrwm, where 
there art ab«otutety tw ttatutonr oUtacWi lo complete 
kdefal ccntrot aa to prb^ram InstaUatiOfi. The federal 
fover&iMfit hu the powtr aod \aet almoat Aone 61 K 
It I ttate igrc« to help feed iht poor« t^e federal 
govcnuMftt win Aot or^t^ InterveAe. Hoc wifl the 
fedefal govtrfttteoi ttOrmktty fulefpOM Iti luthorvty to 
cotfce county aed^tovwhlp goverameot*. 

Observing States Rights 

The Departoeot In 1967 did matt one tentative stab 
at eApandiog its owti rote la the commodity program 
beyond thit of buying the conunnditki iM dro^ni 
. them off It varkwt raU points In the ptrciopadag stales. 
(At last tounl 3S of the SO ilatet wcTc Invc^d In Com- 
modity Attribution), in Kovemb^r of that veai the 0e- 
pnr^bent became nneuy about complaints that hundreds 
of eoutttiet wfih high Wti poverty, primarily in the 
South, were purpoecfullv tumiftg their bKb on available 
cotnmodides beciVfc Of the allegedly h^ of itoddg 
and (raosport^iig them. By admtnlstrailve fiat, (h< Depart- 
meat offered ^etionary funds in conotiet or c4her 
po(rt)ca] lubdivkions that were selected by sute com- 
modity aM<ixK9 (mainly state cducadoa departmeats) 
u belag u tteed of mooetary assistance to meet dn^ 
bution eipeuse, 

There were no rtgutadons spetify^ag the easct niethod 
for iHocstiQg this financial aid to local govcntments. As 
a result, the Depaitmeni determined to assist those 340 



counties in the coMntiy th)it were n^thout any fimily 
feeding prdtftm tinr; that nitit also tau>n| the t.OOO 
countW tn the ooun^ with the loweit per capita iJKome 
accordiag to the 1960 census. The i^ua&fybig arcu were 
aided on a variab^ basis^ »P ^ llK toU) 04 bnndilng 
the program. Untd the tprlng of 1970 the Oefwrtzoetit 
aided some M govemmeai ualti In that mi^r> 

tn t^e iii^t tecafeitrant kxa^ On the list, where 
local ot5clah refused to administer the program even 
with federal operating mOneyj and were also opposed to 
the federal govertuneot doUu It for them, the Departmeoi 
^ Inte^eoe directly. USDA started and ran commodity 
diflribCtioii programi In 46 couDtks In 196$ ind 1969. 

' Despite sUch tntervebtlon, bowcv^f. the Deparimeal 
ift^ted stin OA upholding the principle that it wouM toi 
operate i progiim in any uowiliing place. The saoctlty 
of hir^non was maintained by tnsbUflt upon proof 
of ^ acquiescence of the state and e^ubty In the Depart- 
metti's actMtka. In December, 1969, CSDA offered an 
additionat $}$ million ot dtscretioitary monies to the 
sUteik Ibe states were td use this tnoney on a priority 
basis to eDCOdrage oonpartklpatkg countks to start t 
commodity progr&m is weU as iaerease the frequeiKy 
of (Hstrn)Utioo and provide better wilthouse facilities so 
that already-paitidpetiai ooundes could make the full tist 
of goods available. The states were apportioned the funds 
on the b^sls of per eiplta income and their number of poor 
Inhabitants i^thout access to family food aWstuce. Bu^ 
the Department took no ictton fo M^ure that every etigibW 
state w^U aocept id shard aod pais It on (o its counties 
(six did hot), tt hu since eRpaAded the program slighily 
by releasUig all the funds H had previously contributed to 
dts^uttog food In (bO«e poorest oounties without aay 
food assbtance. 

if the federal government's obcisaflce lo the buresu* 
cratk cuh of ^risdiction is bad^ the fealty of tUics and 
counties to the principle of nod-1aUrventk>n Is even more 
inteiiie. The p<>Of are nobody's fespoosibility. No govern- 
ing bodly will »ccep( responsibility lor their welfare and 
none will hm it thru»t upon them. Perbapa the classic 
Insun^ of this attitude wa« revealed In March; 1969, 
when the Seoate Select CommUiee went to Colfier CouDty, 
Florida, to emilne the pTtghl of migratory farmworkers. 
Swell Moore. Codier County Commmlonec, tnformed the 
Committee *Ucn asked who would feed the mlgrsou in 
{ the county arid why he had not Instituted | commodity 
disiribultob program: 

If the Federal people are g(^g (o do it, O.K. The 
migrants themselves are Federal people. They are not 
Immolalee people. They are i»t Collier people, they 
are no( Horwa people. They are Federal people, and 
if there b free food, these peOple wiU come earW and 
stay iaie. We wilt have them In town *!l year kmg. 

NO PROGRAMS AT ALL 

As of lutiCi 1972, there were at least ten counties In 
the United States v^ihout any pla^ for cper atiog i fedcrsl 
family food asslstaace program. Six have a^er been In 
any such program; Jackson and Pitkin in Colorado; 
Scott in Kansas: Midison In Montana; Sioux in Nebraska: 
and Beaver tn Oklahoma. Four were In at one time, but 
(hcfi wiihd0:lr^ G^pin in Colorado; Knox in Missouri; 



BUjki) aAd Hvuit ]4 Teus, l« tddid^d, lOflM 3S towns 
lod cid«| tA N«w ea|Udd (20 of ihett la M«M«chu$ciU. 
13 hi Miioe, kOd five Iti Mew kaoifithlre) tefu&« lo 
pArUctp*t4 evttt AckjA otbtf Vx»liU« liv ihclr coooBct 
A/« lflvotvc<l Iq OM ol the two pfogruu, 

Tb« DepartiWnl. *(Jherlrg lo Ki hifKj*-ofI itdnick Ob 
jurUd)cuo(i«I pfobkms, rctusCi to «:knowk<)ge ih« titua. 
dCQ uvJ provMlly thfloancet tUtbtin oa the 3,1 19 countka 
lA vhkh food p^tmi tre phtm^d or to e{fec<. Mean- 
whHc, tb< DcpirtiiKflt p<n^ td <SctIif(| with the pf^ 
{funVM couQty qutttiofl is pbSqucIy ti ever, nodnt in it$ 
repocb ihit "ill cooperttlon wid) Sute ptfldils, 5eid staffs 
of USOA'k Food lAd ISutrliloA Servk< tr« (Ob^ulni 
\o eocotirage tad lubt thoM r«jin^ng eocotki to tdopt 
either t dreci food tsdstaiici jpfogr^ 6c h food stamp 
ptogrtrt.** 

The Courts vs, VSDA 

In Apr9, 196$, We infonncit (h« Ameckao people that 
*'Aeltbe( Cood tlMnp pro-ams tMH commodity MOfirtms 
exbl It. over obMhird of ^ poorest touoliie*.' We 
strongly ftcomm^oded that **Fed«ral food pco^am« 
should be available to the be«2y of eve^ loeali'.y aod 
should oot dcp^od od local or tlate opdoa.^ 

The Poof i»eopte*i Campaija of that year pkked up thii 
them« tf»d demaAd^ thai the Depart^em lostituie food 
pfogiw la th< 256 touBik* without food programs that 
wcf« hvi^^f distreu aftaa, Althe I une time, poot teal- 
dcQts of /Jabaaa couQtlea that had fiu food programs su«d 
the Dep( meDl for the t&mc ftftcf . 

The Ikpartment respoodcd by exiettdiog &>od disW- 
button kto couDties that were witling ip accept it if the 
re<kra] govtranxQi Was respoosibte for admlr\htratk)n. 
The Depanmem budged no faither. It toM the Poor 
Propte*! Campafgn C at ^administrative problems. In maoy 
casta (oca/ resistance, peectuded eipaitsioti of the food 
program to additiodai eouo^s, not lack of funds.** Not 
Oftly di<f it fcfui« either lo overcome or Ignore thai local 
resistance, it also dcf^uded the Alabama lawsuit by 
a/guiog tbat the poor people ha<S no right to ask the court 
to examine the Departmeprf jnactJofti. 

lo November, 1968, tweaty-iix other lawsuits were filed 
la twea^y-h'x tuief against bcth the states and the pepan- 
meot tor not implementing food programs. As it bad 
in the Alabama case (which It flnaOy lost tti May, 1970), 
the Dcpartmeflt cotjtcnded that the plaintiffs ccvid not 
seek judicial relief. It refused to obey ah InJurKtion, 
granted in CalifotAia on [X;ceinbcr 30, 196$, restraining 
it frotn "refusing lo put Into effect In ih« shortest time 
feasible ooe of the two federal food programs . . . in 
every Caiifomia «^n{y . , .** The state of California 
tried to comply; the Deoartment did not. The federal 
}odge was reluctant to find the Secretary tn civil contempt 
aod jail him. By luoe, 1969, att of the California counties 
had fallen Into line and the case was dismissed- 

Elsewhere, the Department continued to resist the legal 
aclionj. On November 21, 1969, the California order was 
repeated in Texas, affecting g8 counties. The E>epartment 
stalled compliance iot OMt six months. To liodcrmine the 
suit.it sought unsuccessfully to have the FBt pressure 
one of the named plaintiffs, Annfe BcU Jay. Into declaring 
that she had perjured hcmclf and reuacling her testimony 
on her family's hunger. Finalty. the cfiurl let the Depart- 



meat have udiit hat y>, 1970, lo con^ply, aiid the pcpart- 
tnent used all of iu persuasive arts coupled with Federal 
admiDUtraliv^ fubds lo Coerce Texas Into planning pro- 
grams tn every county. By iune 30, the Department was 
able to claim that M had reduced tSe Hit of couotlei with- 
out food programs from h&O when it f;f»i took office to 3i, 
and 23 more were off the fist by August iii l**?©. But a 
natioaa] legal drive had been ftece&saiy td proffipi the 
Department to embark upon a campatga of persuasion and 
abandon iu lalssez-fitre methods. But that pertuaslofi, 
implicitly accepting the Unytatiom Of federal authority, 
reinforce) and does not overcome the )ud5dictionai 
hurd'ea. 

Adanis County, Pennsylvania 

For t time the jurisdictional tslue smt^rcd u noticed. 
Then in lanuary of 197 1 , It erupted again lo Adams Coun- 
ty, Penns>Kan!a, where i^n'.t commissioners refused 
to believe that hunger ettsted, If It did, they insisted that 
Wintss had to be the cause, they woukl tjol instiMle 
a federal food prt^rartu The coounlssionert were Impor- 
tuned time and time again, but ttood.by their original 
decblOA, claiming notmng could change their nlnds. 
They toW two college students who were pressing for a 
program that U was ''no use sitting here and talbng: we 
nave decided td stand on our decision jjr.itl the cr^ of our 
term." Senator McOovern sought io Inierveoe, but Was 
told he was not welcome. USDA is^eniy watched from 
the sldeUne^, occasionally tr^king with local ofHcials. but 
taking no action. 

. NVlieQ Senator McOovern finally wrote Secretary Hardin 
strongty urging him to use Ws pomCr to interveae, the De- 
partment responded by ruling Out direct Fedtrsl action 
lb fee4 needy families in all the holdout, uncoopera- 
tive counties. While noting that it had the authority to operl 
id ov.n food distributkM centers in the couDtles, the De- 
piftrnenl said it would tot do so becausj of pubtlc op- 
positiott there and rxKed that it would continue cfforu to 
gel the counties to sijpi up voluntarily. Adams County 
finally came on board in September, 1971, when the com- 
tnissiooers gave up and installed food stamps. 

SCHOOL LUNCH 

iProvlding school lunch h« also been a matter of states' 
riijht* (or rather local school board option) not subject 
to meaningful federal Kllon to assure every n^dy pupil 
at least one nolrliious meal a day. Until 1970 neither 
the Congress noir the cKcculive bratkh assumed any 
responsibility fc^ fv^lring. or providing Incefiiives, for 
school districts to serve hmch In every icncxfl within their 
system (cr« Ia a few instances, for the dist/icls themsslves 
to be Involved). The Depaftmem did have a project 
labelled "^Operation Meiropolitaa*' that had minimal suc- 
cess in bringing 50 and 60.yeaf-o]d Inner city ichoots into 
the program, and Congress furnished some support for 
food server e<)uipment to be ptaced io KhooU built with- 
out cafeterias. But universal lunch service for the poor was 
neither a Td<]uiremeni nor a slated goal. 

The Senate attempted to change a^l that in February, 
1970. by commanding that, as part of each state's plan of 
child nutrition operations (the first one would be filed 
by Jufte» 1970). each state wouTd describe how it mould 
^nd itt program monies so as lo include every schoc4 In 



iht $W4 Utcfudidi tbote wUhovt kl^'hea f»eUiticK by Ok 
dcidlioe of $<pt<mb<r, 1973, The Deptrtmrat KftcUd 
itroojjy lo thJi maiidii* tnd tuceoifvtly lobbied b the 
Hcuie (o rcittcve tav rcftretkce to i deadline v4 to 
(fctiy Mbffltssioa of ibe fir>< lUU pUtt fof » mlAlnum 
of Mwa ttoothi, Tbc Dcp«Jim<n( iiU6 >uM«<}td in dflul- 
tO| U)« m«t>daitf of the le^«^, chaogiog tht vtry 
tpccUk rt<iuirtjn«ni that the tuoch pfopm pbA ""ibAl) 
loclixk*' evwy ^hool to the more i^wr*! it<julretneat that 
th« i(»l<« "citetttT their luoch pfogrun to a|i ichooU. 
Loetl fr«4om to ft}ect f«kfilIy-fiQ»nce<l food tor ibe 
poo< wtt vfgofooiJy dekflicd. 

The DcpArtmeot W filkd lo criiklzt itaiet wboiie pU^ 
o«ef fio jbowlfli d wy dctlgo, however pcok)A|ed/io 
nrci^J (h« orofrtm to «I1 tchook. Iiistead, It ei pddc 
(4 tb< (kI th«l f^ulpiMot iiMl^i;^ hM ibeiAt that 
Apcfl , 1970» ipofoiUfiWefy 6,«00 ichboli Uie come oti 
th« rotii to p^lpcte In the Khool kocb pcogrtib. At 
tbit file, howtyer, wW 107^000 kHooIi bt iU tbd ibriiit. 
19^, pArticfMtkw by ooiy 89,400, i/Jothe^ five 
yeuf cottkl elapM before hod lervke U cootptcte b tooer 
rity ichoots fctuodcd by Imoovcrfihed itudeots. 

The DepAxtmem'i tflAtytH of the sttuttwA H (So)|p^0t 
V^hen a Departmeot »dmau$i/i(Of wm cooffooled with 
th« permtuive attitude toward paitkipatior by ichoob 
ud the qiXftioQ as lo wbctbcf ihU DMajit that maUof 
(uDcb urvlM oiiioowkk «u to be Ulie fuintlliij the 
desefrepiioa decl»kia "Mviih all delibeVite »pMd aod uk- 
Iflj :5 yeifi 10 get fcsuhi^*" hb feip<x»e wjs Aai he 
hoped It wotiM ad UU ''quite that kM^-^ C«ii|reuJodal 
tA^uHct tflto tocal (oot-dra||lfi^ 00 the uaner are qiet 
with the ita»d<tfd iAd ittperficiaQy reasooabte answey-- 
**Biskally. the Oepaitmeat fa trylfla |o reach these >cbooU 
by workiB^ wkh 5ut< and Ipeal oD5daI$ lo devckM food 
utvkt fyxfema that meet the ipecfal oeeds ot the Khpob.*" 
And as If lo cvldeA^e ha ibccfity (aa ultimate |oal, if not 
the tixoZfli of !b attainment) ta Ko>ember, 1971, k 
awarded a contract to Washington State Ifoivenity to 
conduct a cwo-year study no why loiflie schools do noi 
pirtfclpate In the ichool feeding ptoirtma. 
- two yeart trOcn now. with bttodreds ol thousands of 
poor chikljctt no< rectMng lunch^ the Dcpartmcal wifi 
feceKe answeft ii already baa fn band, tn fact« its own 
actioni should f^e piomineatly id arriving at those 
answer! ft could also profit from the testimony of Bur^og- 
ton, Vermoot. school officials bcfole Senator McCovem 
as u> why ihey refuae 10 feed children: 

— *'We piy our «ducaton to teach and no< feed chit- 
dtttt.'* < 

—"Most children can get an adequate breakfast and 
tuxh at borne." 

— ^'Children need fresh air and eaercbe as wen as food** 
itKludiAg the walk bome for hin^h with their mothers and 
the walk back. 

Such indiffereoce we heard over and over in our vlnts 
around the counter four and five years ago, But the De- 
partmcDl wants to wait two more years for a study 
and then, if past eaperlence Is a guide, it will oo( seek 
to coerce school board* Into obeying the intent of Con- 
grets. The best available evkkoce Indirates rather, that 
the Dep«:tmeot wilt, kmg before then, abandoo MttcmpU 
to bring about nationwide application, fn fact, the lan- 



guage tn the 1970 Act asking states lo report (heir plam for 
eaiendiag tuncb to aQ schoob has been jettisoned In the 
school lubch secttom of tbe Adminls(r«tis«*a educatiofi 
revcdue-sbartng bill. 

EUaiBtUTY STANDARDS 

The principle of the avoidance of jurhdictiocal conflict, 
as we have seen, means that the federal goviroment will 
permit states, counties, and other k)Cat governmental 
bodies to Ittore the food i^eeda of the poor with Impunity, 
even thouah federal food assistance In the form of itamp«« 
^ommodidcs, or htnchei ts readily available for distributioa 
if only the other jurisdictioAs would c6operate. But when 
K CcAiei k> detetrainlng whfch ladivkluala <« famUicS 
shduid be permitted io receive federal food Hd Ifl any 
gfven kXaTity, assum/rig that the Ideality h WUliag (0 allow 
the aM lo be handed out within Its b6<drra, th« federal 
fovernment is Inconsistent In lu adherence 10 local dieter- 
mioationa. When the coat of the aid would be greater if 
kxal eligibility guldetines were lotkyirtd, (he l>ep4rtroe^: 
supcrunpcses Its own and ptohibiu local dcvUtiod up- 
ward. When local standard* tend lo be more wsliIctJve, 
hence cheaper than federal obes^ 1^ federal standards wil2 
permit local deviation downward. 

Until the j|*70 Food Stam^ Act and the July, |97I, 
regulations promulgated pursuant to that Act, every sute 
tn the program wai entiiled to fix kt own nKMeory 
st^i^iards of eligibiBty, witii inootWy allowaWe Income 
luijts foe households o( varying tUe. these ranged from a 
low of $1^ In South Car<>&n« t^ a of $350 In New 
Yofk^lftd diverse feioid as^ta ranged from $500 for tour 
persons in Kew Mexicd to $2<00 fot four in South t>akoU. 
The 1^70 Act replaced thb hodgepodge with uniform 
natkmal standards, e. t $37) In monthly Ir^comc for a 
family of four and $1550 iA resources, with special leaks 
to account for the unusual cost of Irving In Alaska and 
Hawaii. (Initially, USOA regulations governing uniform- 
ity would have barfed welfare recipients from food stamp 
benefits if state welfare payment levels or leiource tests 
were more generoii^ than feden: food stamp guidelino. 
This flaw, as has already been noted, was corrected by 
Con^ressloAat action.) 

But CommoditUs An Exception 

Although there Is no apparent ratkna] basis for dis* 
cingulshing between food stamp and eommodrty users in 
terms of their Income, the Depaitmeot has hnised and 
continues lo refuse to propose compan^le national ctig!- 
bilhy standards. The reason? The Departmenl frankly 
poCnts out that *iher« would be a rather substantial In- 
creased cost la the program'' thd ''action by the 
Congress might cause us to. move more quickly than We 
might otherwise do**, since the matter k "^complM^ftted no 
doubt by some budgetary eofisldcrations.** 

Tbe Department had a formal package of nationat 
eligibility guidelines tnform^y developed by the spring 
of 1969. The past three yean have lapsed with total in- 
action. Families of four with monthly IncomKi over $200 
in North CaroTina and Tennessee* $210 in Telias, and 
$215 in t>elaware, Mississippi, and Kew Meilco cannot 
obtafn commodities. The income ceiling In every Kate 
involved In the program is betow (In many Instances 45 



to 40 p<f WM bekm) iS« uaifofrt Fc<!<f»l kvd tKst 
wottW Whetwiw c?tHr.{a. $Uie commodity ^ireclofi h*v« 
calM opoik USDA to (Scvlte « utiooyrlde el^ity 
ituidanJ, twt th« recotniiieod«t)Oo |oc« oohc^M* UdI- 
fof*tUty b tb«:)doMd iA thi> ln$t»nc< ^ (h« uU of the 

TS* IXpirtm^ot bai, vJ WHine, feebly jvoieited (of 
yttn wSiJc couDty »ftcr county eogrifted eiic«ptioii upoa 
eiffottoA bo (h« bcome ptfttdpadog »Ufidtrdi. laded* 
(bi JcpvUiKQt \t ihc ipdo^ of ]^6^ itkued t survey 
d^lo«Ifl| th«l OM (owiuhlp In ladim (Boom) refused 
t<»omoditk^ (0 boosebokb wiih ^ff, ihil i&other (Opo- 
tcr) would oo< i^ve ciifttnodttfet 10 dititik ihAl 
ovtr $0 hftd 4 fMulred ttMtoc^ ptM, thM ^.t lOQ 
rtt^uired employabkt lo *ccep( vork «i • preco(k£tk)4 
10 p«riidpftda| tj the commodity progr*m, iuid (hat every 
eouQty Tei#s ejicluded AOA-cit'uefti Uom kccm 10 
fedcfiCy-dociMed food». 

The Dcp4rUae(kt e;ipeadcd ifiuch ef^od to igrveyUti, 
IKtk ia ccrrectitt^ U promulftted 1 regulttba outlawing 
the dtizeashf^ tod residency reqtalrtibeou, but teh the 
nore harmful woric r<<<tutreineal rule oaloocbed, The 
Deputmeirf could fcadify have banaed the btter but 
took the teu decisive rcute of encoun|liig coUDtiet boi 
lo enforce it 

Whca twcKe Califr^lt counties refused w abide by 
ibe title pliA of commoditv pcogram ofieratioois tnd 
denied comttwditie* to kit >*eifafo ttc\pkati, the Depart- 
meot'i rnpoose was to itt^^est thai its rcgjooal direetof 
OQ (be West Coisi u$e his "directioii and |uidaftcc'* to 
penuade Ca&fotnia lo bftfig 16 c<^atfes into fine. The 
Dc^admeot {nforaoed attoft^yi for poor people ta the 
counties (hat it ^'does not oocklooe stKh barriers to 
partklpaifoo** and then dk) aothln| but exborl and, ultj< 
mateJy, offer eipeose motley lo Ctlifomia lo penuade 
(he couatJet to comply wUh the Uw. The issue was re- 
solved ody when the poor brought suit am! lucccedcd in 
pretsunng the cou&(»ei to open up eligibility to welfare 
granteea^ . . 

SraU School Lunch Standards 

The school lunch I lory on eligT-ility show* uniformity 
stretsed In order to curtail any c ktc action 10 ejtpand the 
scope and cost of federal food aid. iJnUl Congreis acted 
In the spring of 1970 to require khoots to offer a free or 
reduced prke hinch 10 every child whose family had a a 
ineome below the federal Iniome poverty guidelines, the 
schools were free to adopt any definition they desired 
of a child*s "inabPHy to pay" the (uH cost of hidch. 
In I96g, the Department had weaUy suggested that 
>t»)e4 furaisb family Income charts To thdr schools 
ftfld (ha( chOdrcn of c<Mnmodi(y, food stamp, and/ 
or welfare families be automatically included. By 1970 
the DcpAflnknt was willing to supply prototype income 
scales il a basis for the developrnebt of uniform state 
scales. These wtre only the mildest intrusions upon the 
right of each Khool to be arbitrary in selecting needy 
pupOs. 

The 1970 amendments were not designed to end local 



*Con4nii agreed In 1971 lo permit free and ffJiKtd price Unch « 
If vet « ^'granjfaiker" t>Asis thai might ecu tu mttek at S200/)CO. 



viHaUoos biMd Upon local ecofiomk coodhloni. The 
poverty sUndard was to be the tlooc below which no 
school could set Its eli^^bOity fimltk The |ovemlng stan- 
dard WIS stilt *Hnibility to pay**, 10 that tcbools we/e still 
entiUed, tode^ required, to feed hit or reduced price 
mea!s to the noo-pooc wN>te ftouly tncomes were none- 
theless too low lo support 40 cents or more per child per 
day. 

Accordingl/, numerous cl^ sttch M Kewvk, New 
^erKy (where $7»500 t ye»v fo^ family of four b con- 
sidered the mlfl7muiA ai whkS a bmufy can survive) and 
Nome, AlasU (where the eompirabte fig.ire b SI 3.1 00) 
set special high standwidi of ^ owv, while 40 states 
exceeded the tationt! poverty level 

The Admlnlstj»^or% response to tK*s e«rtJon of 
states* rights was to peopose tn October. 1971^ that the 
poverty levH be the ceiltog «a well its the fioor for de- 
termining whoM hincb(« would be federafly supported, 
thereby cutting off specia! federal c^h from over pne 
milllod hJachcs a day In KewuK Nome, and the forty 
states. Congress effectively overruled this administrative 
impo«iiioo of uniformity for or 4 ye«r, allowing higher 
statewide figures previously in vse to continue in errect 
The AdmlnbtratxM's response, besides accepting the 
Ineviuble wldch came la uie form of a unanimous voke 
vote In both bouse of Congress, was to refuse Minne- 
apolis and several otK^r cit>es the right to inch>de aQ 
schools with substantiar poverty aKeodance In the free 
and reduced price part of progradt* So, where local 
devlarioa b exp^n^ve (up to $100 million wis at stake), 
a principle of nadonwlde uniformity wo«ld prevail»-if the 
Department could act uncha1leni;fd. * 

ADMINISTRATIVE COST-SHARING 

Whde the freedom of states and oiber jurisdictloni t^ 
devise their own eligibility slandardi Is curtailed w1.ea 
federal funding sources may be affected, kxal freedom 
lo administer program benefits to the debin^ent of (hose 
who should be served goes relatively ViKh^cked. 

The Department supplies food stamps and commodities 
free of charge to the states and/or counties. But the 
Department will no< rely on this in order lo exettbe 
dominance crvcr local program operations, since the loc«l 
bodies have to fumbb or fmance the manpowei necess&iy 
for ceTtif}ing eligible s, for dispensing stamps and food- 
stuffs, and for publicizing program benefits. The Deoart- 
mcnt does make some contributions to state and local 
costs of this nature: currently i48 milUon In the 
food stamp program for the 62.5 per cent federal shire of 
certifying r^-welfare recipteots and providing CKJtreacb 
wocVv-rs a s! fair hearing personnel; $20.9 million u^r 
commodiiydistjibution for expanding warehousing, 
dtsbibutiot points, and establishing better storage and 
distribution fa^lities; and $3,5 million In school lunch 
for state-level administrators (the local (upen^sory costs 
come out of the f.: me at federal reimbursement ) . 

But the remaining administrative expenses borne by 
(he slate tnd local budgets are substantia enough that 
the Department uses (hem as an excuse for refosifig lo 

■vtre to fontiitue fo a// t^U-l97i retiptents. regardfess of i/Kome 
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Uit hmKr rt*rQ«]bitity tot loctl pcrtormAOce. Stii;« 
|ftd i>,t| fumJ*, howfvcr, imouw to conskJertWy k&s 
thw 10 p<r «Dt o< ovcrid pfogram r«*<Hifc^* vln-vU 
ro<>^ upprojiljnatdy 15 per c^ot la coflfiectkm 

frfth <gmnK)dicy dJstnlwctoti, tod ?0 per c<tM {a the 
pfwijk* o( jchool hiBcfce*. 

PROGRAM COST^HARINC 

Wluk iiecM (vdvVkd by th« family proffAini, food 
lU»p* tod *waimodjtI«» are ilmost toUrtly f of bv 
; fed«^at fuadv Khod hiuclici &Ad atwodtai child flytrl- 

- 6oA metis tre coon of i mixed fioa^it |>ki laietd, 
fedm! hHse2-f«trf t«m4 to be moit icute In ihu v^t, 
perhif* 14 »ck60wWgetWirt o( thM fact 

The child BuWdoa pfOfnum o^ct « ctt^y ijuflt of 
tt^juM sut< mttchTfli btymetii*: 

—12 pif c<ftt o< U»e fedefil eipeftdituf* for •crott-thcr 
boiAlCish MslsU&C^. 

*^Up to )5 put ctbt o( the federal Out'ay (oc ipecW 
cash aMt9tftAc< lex roeali to the oeedy (the cxmj o( the 
con U p*odgcUi| mith, over ceots). 

^Up to ^ pcf or the federal flnandnf tot 
bftakhs^ (td ooo-food costs, bdodini 1«bo( as mlflbuum 
UMtffc, |ijt>)ect to federal 4^ttut fo tw tnatdilof at afl). 
<*^i J per cem o< the federal lavtitmerH In «<iuipmeM 
: (J?pCfc<ot6uiiclUa|). 

Cjl to 60 p(f cent o( tS« fcde/al lopo| tato meals 
' Itt day care ceotcf and lumoet recrea^So* pro|f am me»!i 

- fall two-food eoata, ^Mb| Ubof H mtoum matcli, 
lubjed to (ederal waivtf down to 20 p<t cert). ^ 

What ta BKMt abiofd aboirt tf>« mataieaaoce of thb 
patchwork baUoce o( fedcfal aivj state/local OKwka H 
rhe dcttr«Io«d bnlsidKa of the Depiriineft^ ih#t li be 
rtgofoojfy maintained 4Ad adhered to te jhe face of Ad- 
midUtratJoQ etfofta to «t$» fcv^(lue-I^ar^fli| meatuiea add 
lUte and >0Cil demao<^ for fi»^ relief, Ittdeed, the Ad-' 
tnlnbtr«tJoJB*a oim ed^JtaUoo revc(H»<-ifevfc| would 
wtpe ovt the match of l^oef al (cder«{ cash foe all hiocbca 
Kto*whe-boa/d. "WhiJe lh«s* various requirements re- 
malo, bowevfi. they do pfOvJde M Depwwaet>< with an 
(xcttjc (of aflowlflj Khool district* who pay ai least ao»e 
of theu oYti way 10 rua thek pro^aou grlth mlnimtt 
fedcfkl KTVitiny- 

THE l^EVEl ASD QUALITY OE 
FEbERAL MOmORINO 



Itk QQt ftcommendatiofw in 196S ve called tor "prWate 
Ortaniutiooa [to] . . . cootioooosSy mooiior add evahiate 
tcnetniDcotal pfo^rams** to feed the p<5br. We iboa|hl 

uial thb mocuiorlni role had to be veaied in private haoda recipleots wiU have coough cash oo haad to boy ^^pa: 

bec*iiM we wtra dttbearteoed tt ihe compfcte lack of Kor it any fe^fij official tpedfically rei'poiihie for 

federal m<»ohoiirt| mechanlitm faf aacertaWflj l^heiher ' — • •- • . _ / . "^ * . . 



We itill igbJcribe lo lhal de«riptiofl of pfotfam reality. 
a]ihoti|h the probktn of maiiipttlated eUebDuy bai been 
mitijated •omewHal by Coogrtatiooal tcooo. ^ wc hav< 
already iM>ted> the authority to make the crktcal dedatoA 
of whetKer or tKk to have a program has beeo abdicated 
by tbe Oepartmeot \n favor of lUte and local |Overfi- 
mcoU. The Deoariwnt rcUlna the power lo e^iabUih 
er>|>bility, bul» for the ta«t part, only i4$<i i( to oUlalc 
ttate or local actk>a thai might expaod the program roOa 
beyood the cocfiivet of ihe budget FlnaQy, coa&ot of the 
beftefiu wWch art In fact dclKertd and which are not 
re<lde$ wholly vUhin the uofcitered dtKreik* of local 
admlRjjtraiota. . 

Stkciivi Monitorlnft 

USDA'i bajic cotic^rti in program mooliorijij la to 
avare that tedef»l mooey ia dot being jqtjaodcr:d or 
ipCBi cootraiy to regulatiofta aod ItotroctJOti*. Tbe De- 
partmcDi U iK)t primarily lutcrtated la making certain 
that federal money ii belji| ipcut poaldveiy to achieve/ 
a» etfectivefy aa poaalble, the go#l of elimlnatiog hunger. 
The Dcpanmem doet havt eUboraK rooflitoriag 
rrtechanltift— the 0<<k« of tnipecioe<kAeral (OtO) Ift 
Coor^iuitkHi with Che Otec< of Cied*ral Ccoftjel aod the 
Pcpartmeot of Justice— to detect and trick down vMatort 
who divert brogrtm btftcfiu to illegal Cod*. But mOoiiOc- 
Ifil of redj^ comptafnij H handled by regional offJc* 
personnel already oStib«rdened wit^ the paperwork of ' 
maiDtainlni pcogram fMr. ^' 

A brief lyrvty of the "mowiorlfti" atmed at the varlooa 
progran^s b Uhistrative, In 1971, $4,1 million pf the 
approprf»tlo«r for food »f ampa wa» chanoelod ftoi Into 
bomhe* «or the poor, bti! lnk>~ 11) man-yeart of 0(0 
investipton atKl clerical ataff engaged \tk tevl^wtng food 
ttintp thefts from local lrtuIn|off)Cti <$1 70,600, down 
from $872,000 the year bcfort), t/kffickte| te^ilainpa 
(fo^d stamp f^ngi. ti&}awfu!ly bsiBg autbOrlzitioo lo pur'^ 
chaa4 eards)« lalet cH bens not etlglbW for piirchlie with 
slampa Itich icap (Ie4diag to the rinirt| of feiallers 
and fuspenslo^ of sloret from profram partidpadon), ind 
counterfeiting of the coupoes ihemseKei (the Secret Ser- 
vice recovered $90,000 worth of counlerfcir o&npoos In 
sia ciiiet). • 

Some bspei are nctooched; the faJhire to prOcesi food 
stamp applicatkHu swifiW (there wai a three to five 
month delay fn 1970.71. *hen Ne# York Cty first 
opened its stamp pi^ogram, between Initial appearance 
and a fud cllglbilily Intake interview); and the faibrc to 
mail authorbat>:o-to-pwchaseHtards on time so that the 



CKh procraM was fuocdootng to achieve its express por< 
poaea. Wip kt forth our coochiaton that tccotintabtlity 
had bogted dowii at aU foverunetital kveh and pointed 

In ope ratloo, each federal pro-am bai becocda the 
eachtsKc province of state or locvl toveroinents. they 
have been given the oower to abstain, the power to 
further comtrtct the class of eligible persooa, and the 
power either by law or practke to decrease the level 
of bene frts available |o those who are eligible. 



explorlni why wofUng people should often havl to' apend 
an entire day Miy three months awiitj'ng c^ificition Or 
why ekierlv perions l^ve ha4 to line up outside fpod slamp 
offka at 5 a nt to be atire ^ being wai^e^ tipoo. 

In 1971; OIO Inspectors were given ieu dvtt righu 
complilnta related to food programs lo Investigate, No 
prosecutions ensoed. But fKere were 158 prosecutJotM of 
food stores that ^ted pfOfrain rules by ^vlng recipients 
joods to whfcb they were not entitled, Of ihe 1,070 food 
stsmp complaints referred to 010 In 19/0, over 85 per 
cent invohed il}e|aj use of afampi 



U \hc «p<Vi| o( 1970 the California Ruril Ultl At- 
iimac« iou|M to tecwe (r«« fooii uwnpft ud cxher 
tMclaJ dbnur (ockI k&sbtadce tor Urm laborers In 
Nocthtro California countiet *bo had btttt put out o( 
work ijue to heavy crop damaie reivltini from aboonrtal 
nia and floodiaf. The "tiofltti km whea the court ^ovnd 
a cocfUcl 44 to whether their iaability to purchase ade- 
quate amouAf] of Dutritlous food wa» doe to fenera) 
ecoooflilc ««diiio<»» or ipccificaily to the (\ooS\a^ The 
coofUct *u ptySoc^ by 14 courriy welfare direoon who 
filed affidavits coti«tvdId| that the Ooodi had oot pro< 
du<«d hunger or tnakutritioa. TSom trndavlii were 
PfcpArtJ actd collected by 14 010 Inmtigaton who had 
beet; diipalcb6l to rottftd up cvkfebce iUpporUn| the 
DcpwtflKtit'a denial of food aJd, 

The Department H e<)uallx Qooceffted with uowar- 
ranted county etforta lo distribute (Oinmodit^. E«ch 
year the Food Datr^tk>d Division of the Food and 
Nutrition Service ma^ei tome 60 a<in)inUtrati\e Analyses 
U dlftribiitini a«encks* Ktl^^tia The re^il ofHcet 
admlnbtra lively levlew ahoui haHol the recipient age ocka 
every ye&r whh leaffis compost o( one regional staff 
member and a reviewer from the appKcabie ilat^ agency. 
010 also cooducts 200 auidiu annuaOy o< cocunodity 
progrtcM In 20 ftafes. 

S\Kh mooitoc^ng, however, rarely produc** kpowle<fg< 
helpful tn tipandmg distribution. When Senator Charles 
Percy, Republican of lUiooU, asked the Department In 
the fan of 1971 bow tainy coun^ serve recipients (rbm 
centers which are In excess of 50 nuks from the homes 
of recipients, the answer waj *'we,do not have this Infor- 
ma^OA."^ Nor did the Department have ipeciHc data 
about ihe number of counties offerbg (ruck delivery to 
the vicinity of recipients or personal delivery at no charge 
to the cr^ppted and housebound. To ask the Department 
for InfbmiatioQ about the actual distributioa rates county 
by county k lo mil t long time for i>o answer. To Inqutrc 
about the cfkkal matter of the dnie periods during which 
there it public (K>dfication (hat commodifties Ire available 
b to re^ve the standard conienUeti response^^counties 
are encouraged to tuake distiibuikMi facilities »ccessft>te 
to all potential r<cip»enl4.* 

The hard truth seetbS to be that satisfactory daU about 
the obstacles to effective; food delivery will never be forth- 
coming from Department. It Is content to c^ovlde so> 
caO^ ^'standards of excellence** to state agencies as goats 
fo< food distribution programs using Department-suppUed 
operating expease funds, but it makes no effort tp comp^ire 
the programs with, the standards to see how weti they 
nvatctL The mixed reality of some success and much 
faihire Is not brought out unless private citizen groups 
are oik the lookout The Department Is i,uici to act die » 
fe naivety to private eriticlsm with the Imp^atioa that 
ciiZzea groups are not weU-enough versed In program 
operttiooi to understand, the lack of understanding, if 
such (here be. b directly attributable to (iSDA's failure 
to exptore and divulge the thodcomingi of Its own pr6- 
grtmi 



School Lunch Auditing 

School lunch monitoring appears to be a little different 
Forty raan-yean was expended by 010 in 1971 In audit- 
ing approximately 270 of 20,000 schod districts annuaUy 
or I per cent of the program. The audits are more 
concerned *iih the adequacy of 5crv^?< than the 
comparable audits of the family food programs. The 
objectives as summari/cd bv 010, include deiertnina- 
tions that free and reduced price lunches were being 
served to an needy children (th< audits did disclose 
(hat ia totat distrkb, through o^id^ apathy or mis- 
understanding of unclear federal guldetioea. 27 per cent 
to 90 per cent of eltgibW chiWred were ho< receiving their 
entitlement), whether there were procedures adequate to 
protect the anonyinity of recif^ts (there were insuffi- 
cient safeguards), wheiSer controb ovet the receipt and 
disbursement of funds were used only lo provide hmches 
to the needy (many non-needy children were Included 
and many meal counts were erroneoui leading to over> 
charges). 

These audits did lead to action by the Department to 
redress the ^tuation, but the 1 per cent outreach means 
that most program rule violators still go unchecked unless 
parents make comptalnts; Even when they do complain 
010. as a matter of poUcy, Is not brought tn un!eu, k- 
cofding to Assbtant Secretary tyng. a questjon of 
gross violation of taw or posa diKriminatlon.** Uoii 
complaints are termed "administrative*' and routed back 
to the regional ofticti ahd thence baci to the states and 
the school officials against whom codtpblnts were lodged. 
It ts only the persistence of citizen groups luch as the 
Oiildrens Foundation (hat eotiipets (he Department fmitly 
to confront and remedy complaints. 

Research 

The food program research efforts of the Department 
underscore its lack of interest in nndlng out »hom the 
programs are reaching and whom they bypass. The De- 
partment has no accurate figures on the percentage of 
etipbte persons who receive food stamps or commod'ttiei, 
on the gross number* of the elderly poor who arc not 
helped* or on the racial composition of participanti. With 
DO Idea of Hrhom they are not feeding, the Department 
has no useful feedback e^abfbg it to devise appropriate 
program changes to guarantee that as many as possible 
wilt be fed. After four years U virtual Inactivity in In- 
vestigating how best to serve the poor (other than to 
study some aspects of school food service), the Depart- 
ment finally agreed In August. 1^72. to spend a total of 
$220,000 to study food program effectiveness in selected 
Unties in Canfornla and Alabama In order to determine 
why famines do not pirtklpate and wbat the Ktual 
nutr^ional impact of the programs Is. The results may be 
ready by 1974. One thing they will not disclose Is whether 
the poor. If given cash Instead of stamps or commodities, 
m^t do ai ^It, betteri or worse in improving CtytU nutri- 
tional status. 
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Summary 

t- Th* rthicHM of VSDA h MptriMpcsi its m- 
tftdHty i^tt riC4tciinM statf 4fkt M t^verhnints Oi 
ihi odmMrtnthn of food pfOfr^ms has Ut^utfUh On- 

h yunietpal t^tr/vn*nts vhhtn feed stamp ^ountUs 
•ff ptmiUti h} hcd Opdef\ to refuU tA# ttamp ptotram 
tHf^ofcommo£ty4ittr{bkik)H. 

p*attdh mmpud fo Initiaii M nmp ptogrmM h^t 
• «o< Hft^ P*rmirt*d to do to. VSOA revftwi siak iMti 
Usts of ^ttHt counttti Mak4» in own 4*cist6H 4$ to 
whomtOBdmh. 

4. food *tmp eifttbOiry has Uen «thttrariiy dadtd 
to /W/o Alpo, Cuim end the Kirfin ttUtnds. 

5. At of ffh/uqr^. Wi, ihtti wtn coimtia in 
thi VfiiNd Stata Vfitho^ «tt)f hm/fy food owiKw^ 

r«i wti # dnofnatk fAo^* <A« fintrt of 
4SC bt i96S. But tKt tnttH it tkd ii Mhhid kpU dHvf 
was nects^my to ^ oM^f rt< octhn, Wdh 76 kwsidti 

VSDA t>tftwini tH Sovm^. IM. V$OA fot^ iSe 
ndu «W ntcceufuQy tftbtU for tU momhi 0t 
tkm tronttd iA 0*ctmh*f, i96$, rtMr«bttA$ tt from ri- 
fusbii to piis 0nt of tS4 t)^ f<>od pfOgfiOf^lfi t^ry 'Coii- 
foniA county. Simlh' niUtoK^ ocotrrtd tfi^f^ $3 
TtJUsiotiniUi^/^^tM, " 

6. Oitpftg C0fir««i(^ tfrtkw Mm foe a iuuti 

{<> develop plans 4Mki^ Khoot tunchii h ivifyxhoot, 
VSDA has offend tk> criticim pf itates that have not 
c^mOtd Md ha$ uftdertaJteii rkf mevtbtitul- efforU to 



require schoots wfthokl kiichev to obioin food tenice 
e^ulpmetti. 

7, When tt comet to eligibiHty ttandards tovernini 
federal food otiutoif/, VSDA Has been tnconshunt tn tti 
deference to toeaf determiAatjons. When the tost of the 
atd would 6/ treater If heal eUgihltity /idartfwi wtfe 
foOowed. VSDA has superimposed its own fvidetifiet. 
When the tost of aid is mote rtsMfttve, hei%^ cheaper^ 
than federal standards, tocal standards havt bten oitovid 
totumd. 

1 AUhoufh uniform e\($mty tiatidatds of tm Di 
montfdy tncome itnd $lSCO tn tesourtis ha^ft hetH estath 
Ushed nationwide for food stamp reeipkfdt, states art 
stiU permitted to set their own lnc<^ standards for com- 
modity users. This Is tn spite of reqtUsts hy stale torn- 
>nodity directors for « Whtwide etif^Hty'sfand^d. 

^, Stjte and heat funds amount to * :t than tin per 
tent of ovenU prorm resources tn conneahn with food 
stamps, tS pereentin conneciton with commodity dlstri- 
bathn and 20 per teni In the provision, of school tunches. 
Bui VSDA usei theie fftvtt a$ fustlficathn for Httte tn- 
terventhn In focal and StSte dedshn makJui. - 

id. VSOA's prOnary pool tn profrAm monitcrint ts to 
assure that federd tnottiy ts not heb\$ s<iu<mdef€d oe 
dftfOy spent, t( has tUtte effectlvt machinery to set to 
It that federal money Is being u?ed to tlimlnatt hunger 
ot to determine if the rights of food recipltnis are being 
violated. 

It, VS0A has not been Interested tn supporting re- 
search to determine whethtr and how its food programs 
succeed oe fait tn delivering a nutrltioia diet u> all the poor. 



214 



Local Program Defects 




Th* coosequeuMt ct ibe Uuet-fairc potkk« Miopted 
by the DepArtmenl o< Africulture [a Qvtnct\a$ ibe Un- 
pWnKDUtkMJ U r^krd tooj pfotrwi* are «»dily fo«- 
KctWe. W« ipedScd iSeni four >ein »go. We repcn 
them DOW. 

Tbe huo^fy poor reiiula » F«<Jeiii ptoblem if you ire 
a county wflunliakwer or *eW»fe oCScltl aod a »Wi of 
loctl pfofclem H yoo ire the I>ep4ftin*n» ot A^rkuhure. 
Local faihirt* 1^ dedvtr art Pip^td by fe<Jeral Murei 
10 ifltervene. No jui($dictiott b wiIlU| to accept tbe full 
rettKxuibOity for (eefai| that the beDe6u Coogmi Inteoded 
lo beiicw ttpod cbe huotO' poof evtf teach tbem. 

food Sfamps-^Certiflcathn 

Id 1W« we deployed rigkJ cectiffcatioo pw«<3urtt 
admioistered by local oifidaU whkb preveDled Aiaay 
eDfiWe persoAa (rom recelviiif food »umj». In ptrtkuW. 
we c>00(kmaed i&a<k^ office bout» at IflcooveDJeot 
ofHces, eotnjplex eertificatioa re^lremeots, add the forced 
dcpcodeocy <4 ewpioyeea upoo their employers' coopera- 
tiofl b) lupptytAi yMii l»lormatioa to the certifying au> 
thontk*. 

Today we eaa re^t the tame Euay, doting that the 
IXypartuveot appears, if aaythiot, to have exacerbated 
these defecti !xi the lystem, maldag ceitificatioo more 
ooeroQS than ever The Department stttl eierts iw> tu{>er- 
vtuoa over the aumber of oHkt* a partkutar cogoty 
operates or the boun those o^es arc oped lo the publk. 
Thai b kfl entirely to the kxul welfare budget, which is 
the easiest available (a^i for ecooooilzen. In fact, the 
1970 food sump law may prove retrogressive lo thK 
codcectxM because it presents local Certificatiod o^Ken 
with the prospect U a substiAtial tociease b caseload (a 
projected, but oot likely, \.l milliofl person iKrease 
flowldg beta the bcreased Income eligibility levels aod 
decreased purchase requlrtments) coupled with ad e^uaDv 
substAAtial ioaease In the loforuation required of each 
ftppbcant (data OA tax depeodedcy. borne dteal delivery 
lo the disabled, boirders aod roomers and other uorttated 
persooi Uvioi In the bouschoU u weO as c^plele wOrk 
feglstratioo formi are requirw) for the fmt lirbc). Tbe 
6ti per cent federal share d cerUfipUioo cosU for noo- 
public MsUtance AppUcaau Is oot, however, bcreased. 



Tbe applicants, most of whom have lo tetum every 
three mooths lo be certified ooce agaia, freqocdtly find 
the application offices physlcalfy lfl»dequ4te to accommo- 
date the work \D$a. In Sao Antonio. Teus, the offices 
wtrt described by a witOesi before the Beard of fnoutry 
as *'a caltle^like corral'' adjoCniag a glue factory. 
• MiflX »l>plicaj»ts stiU have to so^od an entire day or mote 
waitiog to be processed at an office In South CarotiAa or 
the tHslrict of Columbia, The breakdown ihai occurred 
lo New York City In the fall of WO add spridf of 1971 
when applicaflu had to line up It food stamp officei in 
ofdet to receive a date for an Intake Interview over three 
months away (s fikeN to lecur with grealet frequeocy 
throughout the United Sutes u the number of program 
eliglbtes rises, The Unes of elderly waiting In freeaog 
weadwr at 5:30 i.m. in the Dislrfct of CohimWa. to be 
sure to be processed In one day are lengthealdg, not grow- 
Ifig shorter In January, 1916, two tmaB chadred perished 
In a fire In their home in the DinAt^t while iheU nwtber 
was out waiting to see ber food stamp case worker. Those 
who cannot afford to pay for transportatkM across town or 
across (be county or for ft baby-sitter (o take care of small 
chtWreo and those who cannot Uke a day off from work 
(and have no night or Saturday office hours to Utifiie) 
are shut off from stamps regardless oi need, They form a 
srgmncant part of the i 1 .2 mUlioa unserved poor. 

The certificaiipo forms today are. If anything, more 
compJei than they were in 196S. The bepartment's 
certfication Instructions to state welfare igencies coot(\d 
* sample application form that tuts 21 question areti^ 
nwsl with several sub-s*ctio<b. Id Arkansis the applia- 
liofl runs to five pages. Multfhour iniervlewa afe com- 
mon elsewhere. Bewilderment add reluctance to particl- 
paie are the d'lrecl producti Anyone who Is wifling to 
certify to the truth of detailed list of names, addresses 
dollar amounts, and other Kerns cannot afford a lane 
In men>Ofy. ™ 

FmaDy. the iife-and-death strangkhoW of (he employer 
over hb employee's right lo stamps has been strengthened. 
2*'*^?.*^^*."^ ^ ■^»'* ^ verification poDciel, 
Now USDA hti Imposed a nationwide requirement that 
Income be verified by the production of wage stubs or 



odkf cooGnnKory ik<yisnttt(s. Thk mcioj (hit iitm- 
wofUn itJH tmv« to n\y of the iu*«me&< o( <ftw kKj<>^ 
Of itowctt oft<Q htve ui Inducemet^l to over>t»tc 
tljet, Odicf«W tJ^jf coiiki weU sl|;(ui thdf obo-cpqv 
f*i*oc< irfOi mWii?u?n w«|c U^^. Tbui pUau^kxj bbchctrt 
»i2!t ilmoit totally d^peixkni opOQ the UAdowixn (or 

la we (kfilpftd ihf (act (hit the umx <kUyi »n<) 
lAcotivenkoci ihtt i^aitA the c«nj5c«tJoii (M-ocm wtf« 
repei(«4 M tS* tUtv< <i< purchiii. Id the iiw»iV>« 
Wis t>«(f<r (h«ji b imw. fi X^i^ nxM ^*ftk^(« wcfe 

iod Wert wW it*jbft « the »im€ ?t*c* iH<i $»im <t*y 

<W tW ioi CtMl *Ad CvUlitsd H *0C •t»0p4 
liuntluikouily), Todiy th< «*uaI pweduM li thti th« 
tuthorti|itio<i-to'pufvh«M'C%r<) iMvtt to (he mall kvetal 
dayi.iifia erWJ?atk^ nvl ihe f«tf4eo< hi* n ifl^ke' « 
k<^ tHp v!> I food fUinp QVttet (often « beak o< credit 
uak» rttb^/ tktii jhe #elfart offlc*-^^ la $e*ttJe, the 
pod otftces) 1q «<oeno btty $(4fflp§, - ^ 

The te»«>« fof thli Lwo-Hep irfwt^eitfetii aH;»*ftoUy 
^ to to r^rd «|alosi $bei(Int. U IxnvAfy. t^/lli H d**- 
:do^ ih*t bundrtd* ol fwUnU Jd the DUlrid o< Cohtfn- 
r#cli DKXKh (751 ta hi>e, t9tO) *<f« recetvUvj #i>d 

Mgotu^oi twQ ttttho^ttik* «*^if M tt>*f^y obuitttaf 

double b<«^ To MclUH ihe p0^utn% that (he tame 
pertob toold l»e eirti6ed on the »4im day la wo jewfit^ 
iouU o<fic«i, ibe Depirtmei^ (xdertd the l^otnct Jo 
dedve/ »tiiho(batIc& cardi by mall rithef ihatt over-w- 
f coooUf »p04 eeitificadott Ui OfskjT p*«nii a copvpuicr 
check thai av^ dup^catiod. to |et i haftdW ol. 
cheaters, the eoiin"MO«tam nrvftit UO.QpO people wa4 
brottiht to k thfce^y ttukbtOl whOe the ipthOfUiti^d 
eatdf titsJt thr«)|h the laaily, forctoi the Pvtiid WcVart 
def4rtffleni loojkM e«fier|eocy cash rtnt* wont^ 1^3,000 
to faiTuDea ^ M«ded n<>oey to boy food la the>ieHm. 
Bc«4use 0^ a^mkOatri^vt pf^chi. cash tvii ttud (o 
fep^K* "tamp*, etiJy 00 M lolefim ba»b,' 

£>eQ U ihc authodwijoft fwtti w* d<1ive/ed majwatty 
4( the wtlfafe o<fi?e, pwre iod iw>re wclf|ft oWcta i« 
tptoi <M <;i< the food llamb lak husbeu fai Uw^ o( 
WU. lit ekrfy 1^71, J« j>ef ceot o^ the cotJcu w^re k 
welfare a^i^ who were afraid of tbe^ tmoH-* >o 
deafiflf Wk^ tbe MeuHty i^e^autiocu required by the Pe- 
paruAetd wbeii KOiftf itaibp»> - 

The b«flk> miiy « «My oot be rooce tQcei$ft)le to the 
poor ihaa welfa^ otfk^. The rw4 poor hayt great 
di/ficalty to rtodtfil eo«ven]eAt}y located Uxi^ aftd b^ 
U vrblfl iheltgd Aiay M deal (o ftaipM. For eAimpte. 
when 0oe bank In Nonhw^ Washlostoo; D. C d«ckkd 
to »iop *effiji| startpt, eidcHy MkU jo « oe»rby houilut 
ttclkd 10 U3ce a ^tfs four jpikl to the Mxi closest 
Mfi *OUa| to par^pate. 1ft 20 M»5Jac>!««''t<. iob<uban 
comjnunide* fto bank* traflic to lUmp* »od ftjb«^anda1 
travel to jectire the Atawpa eHet^bere It rve<t»aJy. 

Tbe bani* «hAfi« SO cetit* to $1.15 * traftsactJoo. How 
picfHabfe iWi may be, we dooH UtoW-^Maay banki 
prtfcf i>ot to let itiinp boyen mlflik with their rtjular 
ctBtofliert. Ae<ofdie^, they limit the pool of tUAp 
b«yert they win le^ve- Maoy rettrfct the |lze of ihe food 



«ump lutiaace line at ady 06t time or force lUmp 
buy^rt to UK specific wlftdowt or ipedil out-bg^fia^i. 
At ooe potj^t, ^fltU the eoflimuolTy vl|WoOsly protrtted, 
(he National Baqk of Waihingtoo (owfKd by the United 
Mine Workers) (e^aired iUm6 bgyert to Kay ootskle 
and irte the driv<-ln window daijig the wlater. USD A, 
o( course, ptfs^iu local officials to htftdle iheu nuuert. 

la im> w« were criitktl of the tow st«t4 etifibffity 
j^andafdi. They rtmaM b**I<a)ly sArMo^ftd aJ»d wo- 
f>otic^. The De(>4rtineht. u We have leeo^ refutes to 
^itttiliafe luoiform oat^Qwkk tutdeanes bectuse of hs 
- i| lQcr?a3ed expeudttwei to Teed more wedy pecpfe, 
1 < Oepartmeors dist|>c1iftat$<Vl to exwod ih* poof of 
cablet has beea ^hatched by the acttoft of th« suies, 
wljch rmA](Mi)a(< their pubHshed stiadards (o achieve 
otW gt>«ls, iHtJiIly whhotJi aoy effort by the Department 
to voiflpcl them to •dSere to their ow4 rules. For e lanpte, 
10 IvK, 1971, ArtxoAa dctennlMd oci tu own to elfanlflite 
lappfe eocnmujies''v from the commodity peotrtm by 
dcflyt^i eotnjnodiiks to Aay household coolaiQUi two W 
Ptofe unrelated members Mihougl^ ttiis wt$ <VH 1^ ke<pio| 
whh the ttale's own welfare sUndardiL US6A finally 
rtfcliad that iHi Vfi ocevMrff 14 Pebrtaty, |971< but 
the Dep«f<irtent'i o«*y affirmative actiod wis to ttturn 
witho<j\ approval ^ format rtqtKst by ArUo(4 to approvt 
the new policy, whfcb ^ alrtAdy (n effect foe elihl 
ifkooihf The policy an^ USDA Inaction llalntt k persbt. 
What the slate alandards aBow, local ottcUU may deny, 
a^ak ^ ^ponhy. Tbe wunty welfare director In Waco, 
Uxti, ito< (aft about cenl&-4tiofl to pfe^nant 

womeo 0n.Mo^4<y* o< ^ coefujjoditief to'14 Afl^C 
mother, despite IvU* law to the contrary. Perhape the 
ttvMl flajrltrt eUirple of local p^fy^^ton tt the pfoffam 
WW cootj&wd la i Jelkf wrirten by Newt Hatber, Com- 
tnlsitooer o< $emtnio)e'(Vjnty; Ql(^h0(nA. to his con$t!- 
; tvenei: : ■ ' 'M'-^--: ^ • a '^mi^W&M^^'r 

Deaf Voters: i^' . /; - ^ ^ 

. . Yoiircoounodi(ypfo|rimb tjie|vik0 toyoMl^ y^ 
County O^mmUftlofief. Ahh^ugh they ire nmlsaed by 
the Federal <>?vertroeiit NO COMMISSIONER IS 
R£<Hi1lOaD TO HANPU Tlf £M IF HE POPS NOT 
WANT Td f)6 SO, ind (n Cooaiies the Com- 
mttsloo^r will dot diitra>ute ihent ^ 

TO BB SUR6 ihM Cobtintf^ to recdve youf 
commodities H you hive in t^e past, GO TO THE 
POttS ON TVESOAVj AUGW 25(h; AND VOTE 
FOR J. NEWT HARBER FOR COUKfy COMXtlS- 

sioNER OF wyrRrCT No. a. ' 

Commodity Disirihution-^Distribution 

in 1$6S, wt Med that "some people are discouraged 
from partlcipatiai bccsute Ae dirtribvtkxv dcpoa where 
they 0us( ^ to obuin commoditis ire too far away.** 
OSDA does attempf to nearly |20 million innuafiy 
improvlttl toC^ dlsinbutKM lystemi, but limply doe« not 
monitdr the nies to which that moocy Is puV Not Is the 
Departmet: ^eally concerned ahott coflveokoce of titoe 
and tocatioa; It clafani tbat "couotiet are encouraged to 
make dtttributton facilities accessibfe to %A poteotial 
recipients,*^ but then permits the wartbouie la Barstow, 
California, to tetve atl of the poor In a lOO-mBe radius. 
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It oukei ttfori to fitber uy b/oroutiod oft how may 
f(ntt\^ K(vc rt«tpieou from cetikn wkikti m la exuts 
o( $0-miki frouj lom* tedpkdt*' booK*. ft toOecti ao 
autfdal »t all ib<HU inxk deKwiei C4 oihtt fi»eu4 <rf 

;Tl*e bom ftDd d*y» o< dietributJoa ii« ibo WiiW uj> 
K) locil luthocitjet. Tovwii Uk Mtiae cm Umit <W 
wbo»c Iftit at«e« »un witb A (o B k) pkkln| tbeir 
(podstufti tjKKa ^ i.m; to 10;)0 oa the Mc<>6d Moa- 
d«ji o( lh« iriontb. A North Carolbi c<mtf c»a. vicb 
tajwmlty, turt iwiy t 70-y*«-oU iftlwrit^ wooMw who 

putAAC« pfoWcflK ife, o( eoorM, cortpooaded by ihe 
dilfirtijty o( irwsportifii th« kod b^Kk hoixM. In (9«, 
A* irto<rtcot ft)f i hiMy oC lottf weighed W pottBd*. 
No* it ii ck)*ef to ISO potftdt, h tt*; cojt rtc^pitpU 
BWi6 to tfme ud mowy to jtt ibeJr commoditJe* 
ihAA to UM (heU (kOChtrft food ttimpt. 

Commodity Distribution — Stora^t 

(oood Out the couotkt thcmselm ^ do( 
di»tr>bute « taffkkia qo^iitity o( lu/phtJ foodi evta tboO^ 
ihc hctti wtre inlUMe Itom ihe DcptiUMUt Sbc« oien, 
(be locAt coairol ovtr whil hem to dktiibvte hii be«o 
ctmepre^, w]th Kceot oo the upeiue wueboutlof . The 
Dep*fU/ient h*i locjgbt to rtlieve iWi tipctise with loetl 
(rtatft, bi'^i lui Aever tttempted. ii k cOuU, to (ftabS^ ti 
ftatkw'r^de poSqr of baiform distnbudoa of food tHol' 
locfttj. (astead, k b willUii to repett um$ repeat thM **it«ta 
itA <'X«(iet d«ddc wbkb USDA 'loft*(ed foods wiU be 
offered to pro|rtm p^nk^U."* ^ k hippeo^ k Vetitun, 
OiWoifniA tb«( ibe "•tofekeeper'* c*a deny r«<Jp<ei>U ibelf 
choice of jufcei oe ve|etabte< whM ibe cbolc* h in ttock 
■od wrthboU seai tOotekeotiL : 

Nor doe< the Dep&rtmeot bm i lifoificftxit pro^nih of 
wi/eboyte Ixupectiod lo tuinotee mtninul ttindardt of 
uniiadofl lAd re!rl|<n^ Iotte«d, food huthfo go 
ndcb^ckfrJ, old (god b puAtved (four yetr oM tpUt peis 
to CbLrk CouQtyy Kev»d4), food k tfiovtd t<> lit to 90 
ikvH Oi 100 belt wthifig foe i rtcMem (cbeeie. 
to Ftmtofloii. New Mcifco tod Tub* cfty/ ArizoAt), 
food p«cli|ef detedonu (corroded 0rah|e Juice eta*, 
bMea boctkt of con tyivp, ripped bsgs of corfi me»l) 
to numen3v» pbcei, Aometkoet danuged pcodocti refold 
to deaden. 

Commodity Oistribufton-^rvici 

la 19^, we ftroflfly Of fed USDA lo work idmlnit- 
iratively to tapfovc tU rate o< pAitidpatJoa to Ibe pro< 
ptcsk tbrcwib y%^cm meaawa. Tbe aiuwtr V> our re- 
<)oe«l U ooatatoed to USDA'i adiDiuk)D that h has bo 
*^pitH county by county m the total number of personi 
potentially e&gibk for this peograni^ On tbc odief harkJ» 
ii recentfy tuppUed to Coofrtaa, frodi ioe)ewbef«» the 
foOowtog quantiuttve data 04 the de|re« of p«nklpatk>tt; 

^ . ^artafljjrfjrtliiatod 
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USDA obtatoi facta and fl|urea wbcQ it la under iU 
Coci|rcuiooa) |uik. Ii nalea tK> attempt to do to to order 
to evahiite and cofliparc county performaace to jtachtof 
the poo^. The pepartmeol clalma that "Ve believe that it 
U dMirable l6 have the itate aod local t^raoKQU play 
a eujor role to toMof the proWem of nJedy people,** but 
it evldencea ictiH concern for whether they are to fact 
playtog any role at alL Once respoosibility U txaiuferred, 
(he Department anempu to make no guarantee that per- 
formance will reautt 

School I unch-^Full Partidpathn 

In 196«, we did not deal extemWt^y with the nature 
and dimenskws of the faDurc the icbool hinch ptogrtm 
b^au»e another ciiizcm* group composed of five oaoooal 
woixten'i otgaaizati^oa wai preparing iu owa study. That 
study, Their Ooify Bnad, had ka poktk^ reperc-js:ld£S 
and led to sotne slgniAcaot Coogrea^OOal-directed change* 
to the pffogram^i putpoiei, makto| Kcvict of a free or 
redueed pdce mea 1 to eveiy needy ch3d the primary ob- 
Jcciivt. The Department's refusal lo croM tUte lines and 
ioergeiicaHy en/ofc* progrwa staodirds hat undermtood 
achievement of that ob}ectjve In the sam< cunner that 
Department refusal to Encroach upo« assonXd state And 
kKal prerof saves not to feed thd bati|^ hM >ttvtnied 
«limtoatk>n of hunger ihrou^ ibe fami^ food Is^taQce 
programs. 

In 1 968, wc lamented the faihire lo provide Kbool hjnch 
to Iwo-ihirds of the poverty-striken public school chDdren. 
Today we deptore the conttoued faJhrt finally to ck>se the 
hincb pp and reach the remaintog 10 per cent to 20 per 
cent who should be fed on a <^ally biui (putting to ooe 
S4de the issue of whether the same 10 milhoa chadrea are 
also entitled to breakfast should they desire k). The chief 
cause of that faihire has been USDAS rtA»aI kopkment 
Congress' duodate <hat every state extend the hmcb pro- 
grim to every icbool withto the sUte is sooa as possible. 
That fefusal has, we have demoostrated, been motivated 
in part hy budgetary concerns, to part by jurlsdicticaal 
pfOprietJei. 

Whatever hs bajla, the rtsuhs of the laissez^alre ap> 
pro«b art cleari 1 8,000 ichoob Withowl facOitici, all, as 
the Deptrtmeni passively puts it, •*Wtl| aware of the pro- 
gran, aod for thetr own reasocj cbooie no( Id {cottie to|o 
k].** to these U,000 sbouU be Added an unkik)wa fiu6- 
ber of schools thai have eq^pnent atkl/or faciBties but 
»h(ch arc not prepared to meel the fuU demand, because 
the equipment and/o« facHitiea art deteriorating, locom- 
(Jele, or otherwise kiadequaie. For these schools, the 
Department offers to financUl assistance at aQ oo the 
premise that the 18,000 are priority schools whether they 
participate oe iwt 
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So b It diit »a iDieDtkxully uftderoourUhed ooofood 
aui>Ufic« budget ud i ithjcttAct to prMiure the itttei 
to forct KhooU to pAnk>p4(< ktve BostOQ tod HUlKkl- 
p})I« with I Wp Qumbcf ci( lD/Kr<ity chiidrta %tK> h«ve 
DO place to |o for Utzh aod BUkMally dcpdve o«arfy 
900,000 poof pupits ot the tig^ (o eat at eooa. 

School Lunch-rCertiflcathn 

la 196S. we deicribed the tack o( ttoUorm itaadtrds loc 
dftcrmloiiii »be« a child ibogU be ttd ot au reduced 
ptV^t. Tbe ftaftdardt poiir t^ve wpplted: ft ua!- 
toftA fiaapiiaJ floot 6Mtttstifl| o< th* povtrty Iml, with 
higher flo6t$ tAi cciUfi|t at the optkM of the atatet. Bvt 
mtctma) oniforfo^ty hai not tlmpl^ted c«rtificatk>o. The 
dcteraUrudoQ d Inability to pay, whkb »bocU have U<q 
govcfiMd by a ooe<p4|e of lets afRdavH fom suppBed 
by the Oepaitmeni, bai tnushrooraed into a tanfk cH 1) 
Mpartte bcome bbcli b Iowa; rtqulrei costly notftiba- 
tioa it Texas; prober Into parental employme^nt itatua in 
California; detuVKh picooC o( apccial needs tn Mobde. 
Alabama; rtquUet Vsta <4 ptncet wheie the family ipenc^ 
ha (rtoney In MinatAi«> Nmaska: and put Into feneral use 
a ihit«>fsctored it<o<ne ac«k (^tUting Income level, fam- 
ily tUe^ and outnbei o( chiiditn in ichool) calcufated to 
coofuse even the veteran tAX-tabte decipherer What was 
ooce luppokd to he automatic fcidini upofl ftc<lpt of 
the fiUe<i-la form turns Into a ten day delay to verify 
infonnaijoo. 

School Lunch-^Discrimination 

The Uw forbidi tchoot* from slng^g Out free lunch 
mipknts and maklnf their oon-payini prtsehof known. 
But abuset occur, tvonethelesl- West Junior H'^gh In Pobca 
Cky, Oklahoma, set a specially deilgnaied Uble for free 
hjoch «h)det)tj; Pawdee. Oklahoma Kbpob called oul the 
chosen names over the Intercom: $ait Antoolp KlKx>ts 
reserved "bhte tkkeu** for the poor itudenU; some Iowa 
Khoots gave free hinch recipients lunch cards embossed 
with identifjabk Mack sUn; schocU h iCSit Kentucky 
districts forced needy chiMrea to stand up and be counted. 
The law ala^ proh^ Khools from providing less for 
frtt hujch red(i4ents thaa fo* tho^e who nay. Bui who toW 
South Dakota schools thai they coold floe deny poor 
Indians lecoods. while ^ving tbem to everyone eke; or 
Canton, Okiahoou^ schoots that Indian students could 
not br limited to the bony parts (neck, back, wlngi) ol 
chicken; or Mansoo, Maine, schools that they could not 
iDstaQ a partOel private loup program for 10 cents: or 
MobOe, Alabama^ schools that they could not offer 
bett< r, s<xallcd **teacheti' hmches** to the well-to-do* while 
lerving "type A"* hinches to the poor; or Boston schools 
(hat they ccukl not exchide dessert from lunch and charge 
extra for ht 

The law forbids schoob from using the threat of with^ 
drawai of free lunch as a disclptinary measure. But the 
Depaitnent aAowed Khools in Oklahoma to threaten the 
withholding of meals if poor Indian chiklren were five or 



tea minutes Urdy <the Distrkrt of Columbia did this with 
breakfast); Cherokee, Oklahoma, schools to deny grades 
until luoch bills were paid: Sprlngfickl, Massach- 
usetts, principals to diKkpUne pupils by exchidicg them 
from hjftch. A Nebraska school superiniendent even wrote 
to a' Meittcan-Amerfcaa father offering to g{ve hts two 
children free hmches if and only if the father would agree 
to »ell the schools particular lots of land f y a stated price. 

AH of these mav be Isolated Incidents of vk>1adoti« but 
the pattern of theft occurrence and of the Department'i 
reluctance to police its own turf is reveaSirlgly repetitive. 

haJequacies of the App*^ Process 

Food stamp reclf^nts have Uen granted formal 
outlet for maklnf known their demands foe iMO-statutory 
program changes to federal, state or loeat ofTidaU. They 
ar« giiaranired the right to a fair hearing when their bene- 
fkts are about to be terminated or reduced or when they 
are otherwise aggrieved by the actkm of the state and 
k>car officials. . 

That hearing appliel Oofy to theU case and 4oe» not 
necessarily generale rights for their fellow reciptents. The 
hearing examiner, in any evet^ b still going to be a state 
or local official, even though not one prevk>us}y involved 
in the case. 

The same hearing process holds for commodity dis- 
tributioo, ahhotlfh H was provided by judicial declskM, 
not Department ol Agriculture regulations, vntH hiarch, 
1970, when the Secretary, faced with a lawsuk, agreed to 
abkk by a 1969 Supreme Court deciskM and re<tu1re 
states to hold fair hearfnp. Fair hearing b<Mrds, of course, 
are composed, for the most pari, of local officials, and ef- 
forts to broaden the composiiion of »>xh boards have M 
met with mtKh success. In Kew Hampshire the state legal 
anti-poveity agency sought nnsuocessfuOy to have ei^ 
parKl composed U a representative of the county, the 
local community actloa group and a surpbs food recipient 
The state commodity distrtbutors denied the proposal 
and left the counhr commlssiooers free to appoint fair 
hearing boards c| their own choice, 

The parents of ichool chSditn have no right to partici- 
pate in stale and local deci^<»s ab<Mjt income eligibtlity 
levels or any other major program Issues. They are en« 
titled to be notified atNHit the program's standards and 
proceduret after the fact, either by mall or florices sent 
home with their chiklren. They, too, have bearing rights 
if their children are denied tuoch benefits. 

The poor increasingly have had to turn to what ought lo 
be the last^-not the first — repository of their complaints 
—the courts. Thus the Department's Office of General 
Counsel has continually Increased its budget for additional 
attorneys to hawde the legal challenges. The resulting 
man-years spent in fighting the poor tn the courts (16 
man-years budgeted for 1972) are as great as those that 
are expended On monitoring state and county welfare 
agencies and local school boards to make sur« they are 
delivenng atl the benefits to which the needy arc entitled. 
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immry 
Food Stamps 

I. Certifianion ptoceiures »e Hme«msunilnt vtd wt- 
dufy ccmpUx. Ot tailed {nformatfon rt^uUei of applicants 
b hiwitdtrint- Stati Ihccmes muH hi virifted bf «m- 
phyos, a situctton %hlch, partkulart^f tn the case of 
mlitant lamwcrUrs, puts fhi workirs at the mercy cf 
mptoyirs who have «n Otdt*cem<ni to overstate wa$es 
pe (Hherwtsi stgnat iheif non-compUofve with miHimum 
waje tawt. 

1, DtUtys in purthdses of food stamps are buitt into the 
eertificaticn prcctss. Authoritation tatds are not given 
timuJtanectisiy with certlftcathn, thus te^uMng the re- 
cipient to make n second trip to the food stamp outlet In 
order to buy stampt. 

S. With more and more banks handling food stamp 
salet and limiting the pod of stamp buyers they will serve, 
many recipients u*t forced to travet tcng distancet to 
other outlets. Some banks restrict the site of food stamp 
Issuance tines and **'sign food stamp buyers to special 
windows or make them stand in line outside, VSDA exerts 
no ccntrot over heat tmptementathn. 

Commodity Oisirihutiorx 

L VSt>A has refused to promulgate uniform nation- 
wide eUgihiliiy guidelines, thus afto\^h» state go\errunents 
to impose their tm n standards. State standards may also 
be denied by local offidtds with Impunity. 

2. The location of distribution centers remains a dis* 
couraging factor In commodity participation, and VSDA 



makes no rffon to gather Informatkm en how many 
counties serve recipients from centers which are In excess 
of So mites from rCclpleht homes. Hours and days of diS' 
iribution are Uft to local dixrftlon. 

S. Storage of commodities has not Improved signlfi^ 
cantly in the past four years. USOA does not have a 
signiftcam program of warehouse Inspection to guarantee 
minima! standards of sanitation or refrigerctkm, 

4. VSOA makes Utile attempt to obtain facts and 
figures on persons potentially eligible to receive commodh 
ties for the purpose of evaluating county ou&edch per- 
formance. 

School Lurtch 

J. VSOA refusal to cross state tines and vigorously en- 
force program standards has frustrated achievement of 
the Congressional objective of bringing alt needy children 
Into the xhoot lunch program. 

2. The process of determlmn$ Inabitity to pay for xhoot 
lunches is unneceuarity complex and confu^ng to the 
parents of potential participants. 

J, Despite legal prohibttio/ts ag<^nst discrimination tn 
thi serving of free lunches, abuses persist a/)d VSDA V 
apparently unwilling t< Intervene In local situations. 

Apprals Process 

The inadfi^uaclex of the local appeals process fuis meant 
that the poor Increasingly have been forced to turn to the 
courts for redrets of grievances. 
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VI. 

In Conclusion 



This ha* b«0 ow i^aJyOi of ibe p4il foor yeari. ^ 
Uihiret tre BUtterooi gad (he men o6s(nKtk)Ols( aMoey 
h»i bwo the D^partmetH of Atricuhuw. Leu apoaivoC 
k thai a trta! M of crtdH ibusi fd to dedicated vkn 
aad wooK d hi both bouse* of Coo|fcas lAd fai both boU(- 
*V *»*>5f miihtify 10 briat about 

A«*ffct, ibwi, h ttOt kvWIcrtoi to poor. Tb<rt Is 00 
cooipirtcy w rtarve woort md babtca. But aclthcr liAi 
eadiof hiiii|*f b6co«« to vital a matt«f as to put it above 
; €0(npro«nl9c 6ft dbe basis of bOdfcUiy ooostialni. |overo< 
mciita] l<ntS(fictk>aaT bouddariea, or poCtkal txpSskocy, 
By paybt poUaci ai'mual (bt iatut, uea iik atid»orUy 
bavt tfoM ihetr ^doe i tragk dbscrvfce. 

A PottntkA Solution 

Wbat U I U tVxK? |» tbe iD .M/. u belief la 
to «r;: w ejdstiDi food pfOgfarta, etpec^afiy food 
rtaiapit Is ib^ whitkMi. al n stzstcsted tb«fl, to |uafluite< 
^tady acccaa |o ^ io (be oeody eveiyirbere fai ilic 
WiJopr Aft mpt^ U)d fce«<f food protracm the beat 
Bcaai to tfld btu^ec) 

We beHeve bom ^ nst^ potel of ibat the B^ 
uw putzk pieos ol M pfogmitta tbe feJtnl aovero- 
0iea< has carved out ^ 1^35 (12 id ibc area of child 
(HJtfickHi^ 5 for fattaiet) vfll tern metb to cover iS of 
Ik k«ifliry ^»r. Tbe towmwa! begaa, wt befieve, fcy 
a^iiif ibf wroof qucaUoot -How ^ «« feed the pdotT 
Ibe aosiver att^Oii treviub^, wai Uds plethora of pco- 
grami of bweaiicraU. by boieapcrats, Ix the astomed 
MoerK of the poofe 

"Wigwam fomok* twt (Sat "thi/' m eomctiy. So 
wt S€i^ Ml $SC mifUcH wonh of ntUriOon Mda to 
iMftrttci "thm*' tn to tHvttt M $i cents a 

M reKufttf on Mnf<^ or dcofuA or nar^odct 
cr anythifit ebt ncn^trUkfus. So *^ txcluds ear- 
Ufkxed bivtrditi frcm th* food stump eViibU itm 
Ua ^ecmae fi0ikfpants "caM |o tiUo irvcwy 
M>f«i 4md ht IndistiniuUtM from otUr potnfu 
of the stores. . ."^ So W refuse to permit '*tfietr^ to 
ttt c^ OS thetme In food stamp transtsctkms where 
test than SO cents is ta stake. 



''We^wcmtotttardHteeift^lmpO''er{shedmqOif/iof 
infants under one gf^e their cnltdren mort nUtt et\i 
formula. So |^* *'^iem^ food cerU^^j foe 
miik and fcrmuta **iheyr previousfy * -yfrii, and 
the rest of the femffy spends the Mft^d Income oil 
other needs. 

*'We^ dotft want *'ihem'* to ht^t to make emy fiord 
chokes among food» rent^ mediod cori, ctofMni or 
other nef^f. So Va" peopoif to tie up SO to id% of 
*'tSetr^ purchastng power k A# fom of food ttampe 
rather tKvi tfye "them** thi casli they mt^ wi- 
' • kxme elsewf^. y. -/ ■ 

JU ntnht of such mbcu^ oaienufisai are the atttff 
of tbJs ctttkitie. They oonstitute uie htstocy of tood reiki 
for the pull 37 yt^ *f B bbtory of mUSooi bypaiaed uA 
Mifi ftttse.rved ud mUUoni noft recc(v!o| ooly ipar6al a)d 
ttoder pfot^ttoi d^i ^ f*^ 

the queatM oiifM tobave b<«fl ^ frbm the betiaskii 
>- Dot ho* <aA W feed ^hem* We how t^^ 
tbemieh^. should $hnyi hav» foevsed ddc oa crtu- 
tag ift adfflJnif^|^it]v« Jongk pi mechaAlsiBs tor detverbg 
tood to the po6r, but oc devetopiog the stoapM^ most 
difoified method of eaabUagthe« todetenalfie wbe« lad 
bow to meettbe^r own load oeedt, Wc shooM abvayt h*i^ 
acted as our brcxba^s bctpe- . Dof hii leotjer. An ^de^e 
tnconu atatnabte tn a fust, not^-dipoitni manner has 
atwayi been ^ tchttlcn^ - 

11m aocUt 00^ of 0(^ liutHvdotMfized distil 
poor have beta tmdeolaVy great, prtAarily ta tenns of 
the loss of 'Aman poCeotla^ tthdet«tiaed afld torevcr 
tost to fftalD.ttrkioA, ei>d secoodarflbr to lems of ope#atiii| 
cxpeosei wasted to support of the battattoii of cantakert. 
tt iK)t dif5cuH to docuoietU tlttse costa. 

Ncn-Pmidpaiion — Cost BarrUrs 

The stark, facts of ftoo-paxttotpatk i in se i-evUent 
Under eurrtot toeotoc etigiMlity fuldeltoes, ipproaknately 
30 milSoii AmeKcaAs quafi^ for food itatBf^ (U milBoQ 
poor and &eartjr toor ta,\fiaot just above ihie poverty fiae 
of t4j 10, but uader $4,476 in aflmial totioihe lor a fatt- 
aty of four). Perhaps 24 tatOtoA of these people Ifvc to 
sreu that fut^ food stamps. OiJy II. S tam» receivt 



the lUmpt. Wtut h«pp«ni lo th« Mhcr »I2 ttUttoo? Tbiy 

Tbi fortMi pftdoffiiule. SKshtiy ttuui i«vn mil- 
Uodof the M.SmUWMopkoapgblktMiiUiioeftMiveil 
sumpc ta December, 1971. All wttt e^gi^te, Tbe fioo- 
^•flkiputs Ut UDofi| (boM wbo thcoit Aot to pirtic[p«te 
$Q I propria O^t iMXonblv dcitiAivH they favett i ipc- 
ciiki unouot o( (heir RMfU% tocooe In food one or two 
tima a ncodL For btuactt • fimiN o( fgui ttmlflg $200 
t ttObdi Ku codu up «rith $26,50 every (w^ wt<U <k 
$5J OA M aboiit the Anl of each oonth, A family U |U 
irith $350 (rOa *M OC welfare has to pay out $48.50 
itoMDOQihly <y $97 BfkOddtly. 

Tbe poor afe tmabfe affectively to rootxol ihetr mea^i 
ctiS Cot* u/ uivvt uM [>t<ipvtC% Infiexible demaikti. They 
may ^ paid oo the fmt, but be out o( suffictent moMv 
to pay /or ibe ««cood imttlfabeai d ftanopi oa tik I5ih 
because ol iQiervcnioi oeed*. They may have the fup una 
availaUe by ihe 20ih. but chat b too late. TV feed stamp 
protrem ym ni>t end amnet laltcrtd to match Ou 
fhW of theit tnconti vtd exptndiwa, 

TU Bew ft|uUt}oot BOW bk eiltct utk>ftwV}« try to 
eaio the Ifoa i^i^ty of the purchase requlrcmeot by 
permit^f AAy )i^*cbo)d to elect to iHirchase as tittle ai 
ooe-quarlcr of lt| aflobMot at issaartce time. But the 
hovKhoid cafiAot ncc^p that port^oo of Hi aiamp allot- 
ment ii b UDabk to pay for^ wnkh meaju that it will be 
ody a oQc-fogrtb or ooe-haif program paitk^pact Nor 
art there any indkatiooi ytt of widcaptetd reliance upoo 
paitia] ftucW u a meant of eioapc from the hanh 
coitbinil 

00 60 other hofid, if the poor wtit to be given cash, 
ihrr couM buy food when ihey wanted to 10 loo| as ih< 
caih bcVd out M ibey choce to allocate tome of their 
limHed fundi to Anance medkal can Instead of food in 
any fives moaih they would bot be denied the rest of 
(heir food-ntaied oath grart Hut It noi Un; case wkh 
atampi. For eaampte» if tht family of four eantlng $200 
a month could ocdy afford ooe-fouith of Ht food ttamp 
allotment one mooih in eaih ($1) 25 for $27 worth of 
stampi itatttd of $52 for $108). the boost In Hi food 
purcKasinl power for that mooth wOuM amount to only 
$13.75 ($27^1)15). Were food ttamet to be elimi- 
nated and the monthly bodut tranalated into an extra 
cash grant of $54. the family could deploy that $54 ai 
it cboie. Indeed, it might apply $M to docton* biDs and 
ftm have $10.25 mbrt food purchatbi power than the 
food itamp nscrt ($54— $30 vt. % I >.?5). 

The Adminiilration revised iti wel/art reform program 
in the spring of 1971 to meet wggeitioni by the House 
Ways and Means Committee that (bod itampt be cooverted 
to cash, (hereby rai^g the cash floor for ramiBei of four 
wkhout ouUxk income from $1,600 to $2,400 In r«atci 
toch at Mistlssippt, Arkansas, Alabama, Louisiana, and 
South Car^a. Prior to that, the welfare proposal of 
$1,600 coupled with the food stamp allotment attendant 
upon such income ($34 cash for $10$ in stampi) would 
have forced stamp ttsert into the foOowing pattern: 



Month Year 

1) a) Cash (welfare) $133.33 $1,600 

b) Leu cash ipent 

for food stampi . ^34.00 --408 

c) Total cash available 9^.33 1.192' 

2) Vahie of food itampi tOg.OO M96 

3) Total purcbashing 

t»«er(lc + '*) 207.33 2.4$8 

4) % total puichutng 

power tied up tfl food 52% 



it was only the cashing-in of stamps that uved the 
$1,600 poor from having to devote 52 per cent of their 
purchasing power to food or be penalized receiving 
no food aid whatsoever. For familiet at the $3,000 Income 
level, the percrntsfe of purchasing power b food stamps 
would be 38 per cent, absent any nkrger of stamps and 
welfsre. As FMa Reprtsentative Sam Gibbons argued r 
What family In America, poor or otherwise, wants 
to be compelled to receive over half its total pur- 
chasini power in the form of scrip which tan only 
be us^l for one of Hs needs-^food-~aad this 00 
penalty of receiving no fanuly food asslstajic^ at aQ 
uflku it submits to thb compulsory budgeting? 

What famDy wants ev«i more than oi^third of Its 
purchasing powtt tied up in food» untouchable in 
emergency? The average American family spends 
only 16.5 per cent* of its disposable Income In food. 
Granted, the average family's iococde Is higher than 
that of the typical poor famDy, but must the P<tor be 
locked into a forciMe formula which makes them 
spend three times the average for food alone? 
Keceotfy. Senator McOovcm called for in tocome 
guarai^ue to the non-wocktng poor of $3,400 In cash aivd 
$600 worth of food stampi To the extent that this focuses 
on the possibility that, under the compIeK paltero for 
deiemtlriing welfare grant tevels In tbe Admidstr^tlou't 
wc^are proposal (some households might not get the full 
vah>e of the food sUmpi bonuses they now rtOelve Inns- 
lated into eash), such an appnMcH makes tense. Ko ooe 
ihouM be hurt by welfare **reform To the eitent that (his 
enpresses his estimate that Congress would give $3,400 
wtih food stamps on top more readily than $4,000 In cash, 
it may be good strategy. To the extent that this is a deter- 
minatfon that $3,400 h cash plus $600 in food stamps 
is better than $4,000 in cash, the plan Ignores the Interests 
of the poor. 

Non-PartkipcilonSon-Cost Obstacles 

We have previously dclaScd many noiKost barriers to 
paitk'^atkM fai the food stamp program, barriers involv- 
ing certiftcation and issuance, discriminatory iieatmeni at 
issuing banks, delays in mailing. Inconvenient locatiooi of 
issuing offices. These difTtculties and the problem of secur- 
ing the right amount of cash at the right time are com- 
pounded by the problems associated with using the stamps 
at grocery stores. Some stores, In aod rurai areas 
alike, slmfJy refuse to accept food stamps, no matter how 



Amjvt tb#y mty No* c«V do rtdpfenti iMve lo by- 
p*u iKwby Of pftf«ned iioftf to invel lo fukl wi ftcctpt- 
to| itort (Marly 150,000 rtuO |roc<ri <k> »ccep( fUmps), 
bul th<y «n ilflifed out foe diKfinbitoty tnitmM Us the 
itamp rtofei' ch«k-(HH Iin<«. 

food ituDp usen are )u9t tike re|uUr petroiii eicepi 
that recukr ptuoM do have to leptntt ihcfr puf> 
cbaM bito cvo le^nie rUes-^ coota]&Ie| mbit food- 
ituffs wUch buy be pAkt foe with food tUmtpi, ibe otVr 
coinpo^ed 0/ bott-food iUJfip Kemi luch U oapUiii W 
toe^ or cfclrty UbeQcd Ittpoe^ food H«ttX» ti^Mlei 
leua A/feotUiaji hambur|er. CtU fimluik» oa |h£ ^ 
ol tmported t^t meast i^K the pc^ i» the ooiy AIDe^ 
kiA ccoiumert not to beiieGi (rOm recent reUxAtiotu ol 
guotai 00 ioelpeutve iiaported tfteai) Iddeed, ihcfc may 
even be 1 third pile for retunubte bottkt whoie eoatenU 
m itaapabte, but whoee fonn b doI 10 whea a bottle 
dcpoeh nusi U ptkL $Uttp« wtre declared out^-bouods 
hi eoQtaloe/ depcdts (oOowkii a December, 1^7 1» De- 
pamoetat d Agiicvhurc ruUog etfectiv« Mareh, 

Re|uUtJ0(U |ovtflilii| the use o( itamp* at "take ovt** 
eattof eiuMHhmeflts make kia sense. For exka^» fbod 
I'tmp rcclpkiiU may eo^ ti^ ibelr itamp* to buy ei^- 
out ofderi oi frkd cbklea, but they may use them to buy 
kt cream. 

Supi^oM the food namf custooet has tp offer %t5b 
worth of stAfflpi id payment for $2.4$ worth ol approv* 
able jroceftet. Does the clerk accept th» ttampt and j^vt 
the user a aWkd ia retura? Hot if the store waob (6 k^p 
hs certified itatia The store' m^st u of Maic^ I, 
was (be ca« before 1^1, give the customer % lokea pr 
cre^ thp fe4ctrD*Wc oeiy m vupom mm aad oaly it 
that ssore <or its chaia couaterparti). The H<»>se Agricul- 
tural ApptopclaUoos Sobooounittee appareatly becatne 
upset }o the matatf ol I9?i wbea if 4isoovef«d that 
ftampi were beisi eichaaied foe aih> chaiife transAc- 
tioai aod penoaded the Senate to |oirt b urgiog that the 
•^ihrtatenlni'' prtcike be ttoppcd, 

fhe Di$rodatlon of the Poor 

With distrust ia the ^<fity ol the poor to take can of 
ihettuelvtf M Im halhairk, the stamp program caft6atty / 
aad promlaeatly bbcU pit^ tad Wfty rec^^t a p<Hea- 
tial ws$tr«l 5<i|m« autoiiiatletlly aecotnpaaies every itamp- 
bou^ ba| ol (looeiW Ther^ ta ao way to avoid bebf 
advertised to the stort-folii| pvbtic as "poor^, to way 
to hide the fact thsl a stamp usei^s tiree^ ol choke 
diffen (roa the same freed(Ha cAeiclsed by the 200 m(t- 
boo o<h<r Americaai who buy their food with cash. 

The food stamp poor do aoi suffer thek ladiiaitles tMy* 
Tbctr i»CQpliI&u potiu to a precise remedy, the sub«*Jtu- 
doo of for stamp*. At a aatioowide meetini of 
17 local aod aitloaal orgaaizatiooi committed to 
Lmpfoviot the food stamp program ia February^ 1972^ the 
groups prooeeded to criticize the program as latolerably 
dcgradiflg, to demaad that the purchaae ol 000-food items 



be lutboriMd, to call for peimhslofi to receive cash for 
change less ihaa 50 ceots. (0 recommeod thai restauraat 
mesh be purcKaseabk wUh stamps by the ckkily aad 
disabled. AH ol 6efe reforms are dls|ulse<J demaods for 
stamps to bo replaced by cash. 

Most spokesmea aad advocates ht the poor Support 
•i^hchlog cash for stamp*. Dr. Oeorfe Wiley, Executive 
Direcior ol the Naikmal Welfare flights Orgaal/adoa* Us 
sBHf that: ■ •. ■ 

Stamps are demeaalag. It's a way of UogflAg ^ 
poor ptofk. h*$ sjsying you cao*i trust poor peoj^, 
Presldeat lohnsooli Commisskw oo Income Maloteaaace 
agreed. So does the NUoft AdmWblratJoo whkA tuppOfts 
cash nthef thia)»lafflp aid bevlti'i k "provides the na^ 
mum fkJubiSty'abd persoaal respoio^biUty for the fat- 
dividual." r 

The users ol stamps dally exMess their Interest (a abot- 
bhlDi stAiAps id favpc ol cash by actiog lo violate the 
legubtioAs goveralag their use. Stamps art highly aego6a- ^ 
able. Many peisodi Sell them at face Vahi« or at a dlt- 
couot to fr na^ strangers, or local grocery Korei. Every 
week since the begiaolAg ol 1971 the DepartmeDt hu 
issued iMews releuet a^aelag that, oil the average, 
ihr^ (d storei b«y« twe6 stts^eikled firom 
la the prograiQ lor as tnuch M t yeai for i^rmmlng ad hoc 
cash-las or allowlag food itaib|>i 10 be eich^ted for 
cigijctles, toilet pap^, Mp/^ other ift6a-lo<td items 
carried in grocery outlets. The Departoieot ntatatala* i 
large squad ol comptiar>c< ofGoeri who receive reports ol 
suspkioui KtMty aad cooduct Visits to the store both 
e<jucatic«al (10 rembd them ol the jutes ol the program) 
aod compliaaoc-orkflted (to lavestigste SAd wara). 

Thf Administmlxe Burden 

The food f(or«^ ^pUsaee effort is by DO BMJM the 
oa)^ aspect ol admlabteriog the food stamp |>rogram that 
coasumes depirtmeafal tcsdwcet that gil|h< be better loest 
la the lorti ol cash graats k> ItidMduak Tbefe b ao clear 
price tag 00 the poficlag eflfi^ but the best estimates put 
it S^k cxecst ol |5 iiittnoa aaiuatl^. . 

What ahdui ot^r'^fohns ol prograA fraod» such as 
couoierfctdag ol staibps^ the Departmeai bu persuaded 
the bureau ol Eagraviag aad>r1a6ag to place the saioe 
detailed etching ol Uacob ^ the (5 food coopoo that Is 
on the 15 h{9 to deler" Coubtcrfdters. M ^ft nin ae- 
^ couflts ki nearly half « mi^ia stamp Xotkt » v^/(At 
{ favtirite are^ for thieves used lo be W^a tmtil 
staodar^s werp tlghteoed) and oegllgeat kiiles cost the' 
Departaieai 5230,000 la Ifliaols alor^ la - ^ 

Aaother ol the depirtmeatV au)or prognm-related 
espeiulitures is for the prHflf <^ the eottpoi^ 
eaou^ ol thisiecockS fbrmol^Miaey ioyleid ai4oath^ 
average ol $27^ mllUoa la ooop^ the TKaiuty has to 
allocate four ol its thirty printiag ph^ for 24 hours a 
day «t aa aoauai posl lo Agrk»iW of $15 mllHcfi. 

The Departakcafi food itamp headaches are regulatory 
as wsH s£ ft:cal. It has to wrestle widi the fact that it has 
beea rcspoosible for creatiflg three forms of scrip lor food: 
the stamps, food credit sGps (as diaage for 50 cebl food 
stamps). ar»d food certificales (25 cem pieces ol paper good 
oaly for miJk. formula, or leltaat bahr cereal). A fourth 
form ol scrip is an taveatloa.oi the Office ol Ecoflomic 
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OppOttmUty'i <Jyfc»| £inef|e6cy Food PiOtrwn; load 
^oochttt to ttitjk ndpkm U> hvf too^ itftaapt 6r 
«4ccrk« 41(tctlv, li n p04iftte iA locM loetlitlet foe til 
fcTUt v^LfkUc* o( fo6d "lOdoe/^ 6e to Die *i lite tame 
tiA«, Tbe KMh li I re|\i]«tk« lOch u tfte fotMnf M- 
tot With UM ol food c^rtifkiUi whea ptirchaifte «ocU 4o 
6o< oMci dte «uc( cuh equtvikot o( the C«rtifk:4t« ; 
K-f S<ctk<i 2^.l(|) atflie ihtfl 001 tx livta 
for certificaicft. Autbodztd rtua food o< dni| 
auy «cc((i< «iti^tM 06ly ift ift imouot e<tut] U) 
Of ktt th4« (h« Mi] Imooot doe foe cSgtbk food, 
V.Vt ib« loouAt'OC the^rtl5c«te4 tendered b kw' 
ilttA i}m K>U] imoo&t doe for eUgibk food, ike r^p- 
te^ tiinH^ per ibe dUfettoce la euh or mty tue 
f^ood $uap ProfrvB Food couboot if the redpiem 
(odet iluii I f>toty) k in the Food 

So^ip Pzot'Mi fAd tbe itore H uitborteed to Accept 
food toopow, 

Tbe Deptrtxaeot'i •dmlolttntlve pfobkmi ta cootul- 
Ea| ib« proper flow of "ootv^uh** ut cotapouekded by 
tlxMe c< the ttate ud toeal food lUmp cfficltk New 
Meik^ b f»ced wiUi la lAcretM In iUte-wide idmiiUstrt- 
tNe ooct« o< from to $^4 miDio^ &ed the leghUture 
woo*i *pprop<1i(e the loood^ lo hire the people to Im> 
pkoeol the proft«m. IxnJiW il CAikiK4 tfford 
to piy for uy f&Ir be*^^ olficen for moct of 1972. 
Every itate hu a t«k of «oe« (W>vbi| from ditpetit' 
to| food tUfflpt 

Nooe of tbe tUtet »rt uuUous to eocMe b jn\Kh ovt- 
rvtcti work beause tbey ttt Udertl^ reltabgned lot 
ody 62 5 per ctDt of the cotf of penoooel invoJvtd In o^rt- . 
rcAch: moreover, out/tAcb tiptttdi the roD», whUi his 
tbe additiofiiJ tappet of requtrinf more tump cert]- 
tKMkA workeit (iitiia 624 p^ cent at feden) expense) 
ftod n>or« fujidf for KiiAip Wij»Ac< for which the federtt 
fovereamu peyt nod^g It It k ^ tatter turn Mrtic> 
itlarly. «hkh tven^ bcjweea 75 ceoti »od $1.00 « 
trujactSoo ffeaerf]lyp«}dtoUnkt)^wkhetchhOWMbo(d 
eot^Vd to a ninfaauid 0^ (WO trtnsac^o^ » mOQth or 24 a 
year, that hitei deeply IfltO local budrt^ tsmo^ alooe 
accoufiU lor ippfo^L&ately $100 (olflioo a year or tSghtfy 
uoder five per ceai of bowi coit*. Whw* ctrti6ca6o6» 
outrcV:h, iod fair beariai expeiues ire tdded oo, ii b 
ondenUfidaWe why the State Qommltckxier of PobKc 
Wcl(»r« u Mais^ihoaetu should hive ooochtded Itt Feb- 
ruary, 1971i (hat |i Ma the bettec to<u>e to cmod aod 
improvt the oo&diodity dutributioa program aa^ not tood 
ftamp* iJoce! " 
U t«rtn« of ooit to the oicn the prt^graoi, «Ad the 
wb6)c ru|£ of •dnocage* vcisoa dkiMytQUtea, I 
beheve 6e ooounod^ progrtm providet greater 
beneflti to ihe poor, .lae eocnmodi^ prognm k hr 
\u$ cotUy and oimbenotve to Adomtiter than the 
itamp pfOfraiB. ^ . The comiaodf^ ^rogriM abo 
providei Jobi for MuMchoaett* »izeni. . . The 
ecooocnk beoefiti of the Food $taap ^rogriai, on 
the otixr band, fait |k^3nly lo p^nl^ipttini banks. . » 

Who is for Food Stamftst 

There tfe» U coone, iQbitnntia] »bd stamp ood- 
Mltueodei as there *0t4d bl^lof piy program that has 



H I miUioo pertWpaau t month. Perhaps the »o«t vocal 
oppoiKloQ to any <tshlng-la of lisAp* wouU come from 
the food !&dtu(/y, the rtpre^ouUvts oi the ISO.OOO re- 
tafi grocert whoai profKs have beefi ihown to rtse by in 
average of t per cent when i commuolty gets food stajnps. 
Tbe general coor^t at the Katkmal Aisodatkn of Retail 
Orocen mal*t ihetr prioriiki obvJogi: "This (food 
hU^pe] U one go>ertu&ent promm that la itroogly tup- 
ported by u b^duftry V It helps the poor and peedy, «&d h 
klpe bosinese, loo.* . > , 

iotat stale and local employeis whote livelihoods de- 
pecvd on food itawp certificaiSoo Of bsuaiM might become 
jobleu were sunip dJstHbutloo to be tennJnited There 
are even companki such es PitMy-Bowei who iie rid- 
bg the progiim's erest by ffliirkcting a "Food Stamp 
Counter** that ^'covnts and endorsed 400 ttampe a ralnute.** 
As Pitney-Bowes pots it: 

The Wgger ihe Foo^ Stamp Program grows (and 
It's growing H|ger aQ the time), the more time yoa 
have to sfeend countlAg ar^ endorsing stamps that u« ■ 
presented to your store. Time thnt c«tt be more profit- 
sMy spent minnl^g checkout couoten or repleiushlDg 
thcfvci . . Our speedy Food S'.nmp Counter does the 
whole Job, ; , Wida aa optional attKhment, lt$alcbei» 
toOt . . You tan k»se it from fttney-Bowes for only 
$2 00 a day. 

FfataJly, there are the recipients themiclves who under* 
standaMy eonstJiute i buih-la kbby for (Se pfogfim'i con- 
tinued e^tnce beca'r^e, while gcltiaj the stamps toay 
be exhausthig and &^ iieantng. nonetheless the stamps are 
Infmitely luperior to the nothbg that preceded them. 

The ie1f-!otereit of these groupe In retaining food ttampe 
Is imderstandibte. The eoocem of th< outriboblsts^b 
somewhat less eomprehensible. If having sttm^ mean^ 
(as currtht stadstlcal pettemt reveal) that One-baU of 
the eligible Individuals wiB never receive thetr benefits, 
while lome of the participeting half will tiy cHher to ctsh 
in a portion of the stamp* iOegaHy or ebe use a portion 
of them for non-nutntk>us putchaset, hpw does iranslonn- 
ing itampi Into e^lvaknt cash irvd docbllDg the llutnber 
of lectpteou cftlte noy greater danger that the poor will 
be munourhhed? To assume that Is to assume that at 
least two out of eveiy three poor households wiU drastlcaDy 
niisaOocate their cash bcoini^ ind (griofe ihe!r food re^ 
<tulremenis ehh^ beause that income ts loo low (o satisfy 
other basic needs Oe becauK tdequatc nutrioon b not 
highly vahied. ' . 1 

Whithtr Cofnnuxiity Distribution? \ 

There is no way to deth er « itorageable nomli'i supply 
of desirable foods containing 30 days' worth of lecom- 
mended dietary lOowancei to every poor family In Amer< 
lca« noc dniesi we were practkaSy (o paraUel the existing 
ivitem of ifood entefprise» lochwmg buying freerers for 
the poor. Mo One Wahts' lo retain commodHici'Mhe 
recipients, the Resident, the nutritiodsti» H£W-^no one, 
that h, except the Department and tome processors to 
whom (he Department U poetically rtipons(vt< ^nce it H 
only the processors rkit.the growers or the ranchers, wUh 



? wV>m tb* Dep*rtiMot cofitrtctj taS who proTit u»y tiy 
from ibe Dep«rtm«it*# food puttfculrii ictWikf. 

Altowiflf ibe pooc lo mWci ibetr ovm cc^nmoditkt wb(D 
(Key wui th<m, la the «Izt pK^*2ci they wtol (hem, tfld 
«b(re they w%a/t tbem ^ th« prtfeited iub«t>(utc. Sumpi 
cu help derform th^t usk, Ctsh doei tt better. U thett 
uiH reinun bi^k ivrptu^et i^btt better reclpkaU thta 
ihe maiiiotirfohed (>fWen iod |>«iktiti (a ouf butkutioo:? 

jfAfrArf Chlt4 Nutrition? 

CMtt b cVa/ly the loh^tioft (0 th« lecood moM ^fdifl- 
c«M probtcm C«o£rootUt the Kbod tu5ch profrim, «hkh 
Is oven ftod coveil ifbcnmiMtioa iitlnst ihe fecipteou o( 
free lAd r«luc«] piice hitkchet. IV ctsh woukS htvt to 
#v«. u, ^mouaii frtxji re<3et»l» fUte, tod loc*J 

tovcnuneati to tocal tcbool botnh 16 j)eiinh every icbool 
io o{fef I tu huKh t6 lAy'popO who wtftled 06e. CUiset 
ud teiihccti. ttut tH, ftf« h««^ A &uUi60ttl haoc^ M 
wttt li breiUiftjt where the deotiid tdiu, arc tbo 
tflttt^ ptrt^ o< the ichoc) day add ihdtdd he MppHed 
Without re<)vtrifl| lAy child to ^y. IV the Kioch 
(ip{xt>&liaatc}y 60 eeeti per fxjptl ^ach yor) thouM be 
MbftkSixed by t& kveli b( fover^ot with the Men!* 
tovei^meot ihoukkriai at least ihiie-fourthi or 45 cenU 
of the burdea, Juat n the fedenl |Oveniit»m no* payt 
be^mA 4^ aivl 50 cetM for each free med letved a seedy 
cMd. 

la additico lo ihil leAertl aaitiUflce, the 'edcra! )overft- 
mciit would have to eootntM lo help |chdob without food 
kfvice facihtki or wkh fKiHtief that are either deierf- 
onted or biufficteat to meet the deiAaiid. The help would 
co(M I& the form o< fiMJEida] aid to purchase the Dec«$>aty 
«|ulMiKot, hopefully wUhoul toy itqulrefflent lor itale oi 
local OMkh^i, Thli federal progruB ti cweotial to over* 
eoo)e the ptmary bankr lo lulveraal tchod hioch aervfoe 
for the po^^ 

Whithff Other Nutrition Fro^amsf 

Cash aid would do away whh the for federal 
food auUaace programs ctcejpt for the feoertl ichool 
hioch tubt^ aod e<pUMne»t aid refentd to abov«, and for 
two prograou <kil|ned to feed those who caiui6i he ei- 
peded to feed ihemsetvta: the v^iy youD|, whoie notheri 
a5d (ithen ire at wpck or otherwUe ahieat from the home, 
and the ddcfly. 

Ae priodpfe ol fuHUahioi caah, pot food. Is thai 
the por wil dd a better M feediai themieKea than 
buA '-^^atf the pddclple hal a oafunl HmititkM/ 
It does «A extettd to thoee w1^ lotiat be fc4 by othert il 
ihey are to mrvfw» notTWooJiOy. foor duldreii to diy- 
etfc ceoteri nuft be furalihed neab. ^por ^rfy pertou 
who art phytkaOy wubte to pc^are meala for theoieKta 



%f4 411 boiUeboufid ihould have food brou|ht to them 
■t hocne i4 ready-lo^al fonn, Poor elderly penooi who 
could «Kk it they to chose, but are paycMogfcatly de- 
terred froan dolni so because they lack the wUt to cat alooe 
or who are not bousebouod, but tKk effective cooUni 
fKilitiel iQ their rooms or aptitfflcots, ahouVJ have meals 
prepared for their betkern to grogp tettioga Iq conmunity 
ceaten and th« hkc 

the idiftk^ here ts a major expansloiv of the ipecial 
food service program for day-care chDdreft (or, pitfer- 
abty, a lutkMwidc child developmeut orogram that would 
nourish as weQ as educate childrtD uode/ aod a malar 
cxpeoditure of fuodi ailld eoer|^ to Impletoeiu the newly- 
passed outritkM program lor OM elder^ (the PrcskJcQt Is 
appateothr secUflg ftOO miOiOd for thli purpose In r«cal 
year 19)J). 

To HelpTUm Fetd Thimuh/ii 

Ctsh Witt bot completely aoivt the probtetna uialyted 
above UAlesa (I) the cash provldea ao adequate incotoe 
floor ftjr everyone, permitUai each BMHiher d the house- 
hold to affb^d and receive at hocne, at wor%; or Id school, 
ttutrkiotts meab three time* a <lay, reivdktt o| whether 
the ueii^ Is ail lofa&t, elderly, pregoant, nmilai or 
adolescetit <«ith do hbOKhoU recelvbig led fioaoeU] at- 
slstuide Ifi dodar amounts than K 00« ohtaiss frdcu welfare 
lod food stamp botioses) aAd (2) that hkc^ h furnlshet' 
through a ^pie, comprehend, exchtslvely federally- 
cofitrofled admtflblratlve tt^echanlsm that doea fto( degrade 
the human dlg&hy of (he reeiptedts of the beome ttt des- 
»roy their family Bfe. : 

Ihat b a taH order for a lOcUI progratb to fill. But It 
U the ooly feasible way to eod bungler aisd malnutntkM in 
America. 

TUtu b (to tntertm lohitkM. There art fto half-way 
mea^ ol ivform that wiB get the job doot, ]t may ptwe 
neceasary fof humankarlaa purposes io work at tmpKviog 
the icfi^ lUmp program untd sttch dme u iu replace|t>eat b 
ready id the form oi adequate fcksorte malateruutot. Uo- 
deolabty. th^ b i^ need to extefiMj piiogra« ^1>ffity 
<aikl awareoeii) to tvery poor persoo h^ eyery couBty 
, aod lownAhlp h> the county; lb eod the Olo^ lequlre- 
meju that thoae who have to<> Sttle mooey to be^ with 
most pay lor their stan^ pr tecehw twiiei io boost stamp 
atlotateot Vamei to be equMtbt ^ att adequate iki ht 
the cooiext ol itMf ^Ag food prieea. But alt ol these 
remediea should be tecogolxed lor what they ktt'-tinkit' 
, howiver btntiktal, wftA u food OM^rtanct iystm that 
has not ivctkej, is hot working, <md never wiU work. 

We carmot hope to feed the poor. 

We cad. only guarantee thtta the opportunity to feed 
themselvea. 
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Th« P«vtrt)f Lin* v 

Bcc«u«e ^ (h« iis\Dttt\ ftppfOAcb 4(5os>ted lit dcslgnlai 
ih« powttf Ibe. mitlioftt of p«opW iii$K> t«qutre ttslsUdcc 

wbow bcottMl €Jic<ed (b< MHtr*f> ht\t bHa cx- 
ctuded from pfO^Ti pAJtictpatiofi ud (oAppropdttely 

bv tbe SocUt $96irity Adsatjo^'AnUoii (SSA) with the bcU 
ct Ict£Qt$06« Mk) tb< worst H 4»t». Siof* (lodUef «ad 
ihehf r ae«a« t«0|riph}aaiy disUflct, iHUk food ^ 
pcA/ed to b« t (utiotfi) <ooii4a(. ihfi S$A focus«4 oa 
•actrtilolof th« kmct Qot|iy t! frUch, iCC<»diA| to 
USOa, ftfl AmericAA h<Mi«m^ with tvcvage booe-nuUni 
ikilU coukt provtde h«t iumy with k tte; nec^Of recom- 
iDCDded inloiioua tkutntlo^ gC«b, thU kvt) o( f(>od 
pii/ch*jci~^he E^OdOtny Food liaa whUi h*d b«eii 
ivg^ettcd hy U^OA^wat ihea combioed with th« 
iivtiUble titlfflatei of (he percdiUfe o( toeooe devoted 
fa> food eJtj)eiidrhiftt:tyJcHr-taoom« f«mi8e< (Vi ) to inive 
Uthepbvtity iodel . 

The tw? cooMtteoti M the core o< this deGnitkxf o( 
poverty wett IM lie both trbitrtry juk) [oAooirtte. The 
fivha oC the ^cptooy Food Hto btv« beeo kt forth oa 
pAge I y. U odtn %t best ta emergeocy 6et, ocA tonf-ierm 
ivsUiuA^t. It h deflctefit k Mvertt vhunloi ibd trace 
mlAerab. U I|flore« siftoifictat Itcton o( Age» coodhioas, 
wtxha ukJ reiioo. It |fvei the titrtfe AaerktA boase- 
wife lew thtfl t 50-50 chuloe ot tKmrbhluf her famtty 
adequate^. 

The 3)H9( iJKotM iaput into food wu derived fiom 
« IT year eld lood codMjnpttoo nrvey whkh had icaal 



scfeatific validity because K wa« ba^ tipoo IndivUua! 
fecal too|iruduu] surveys of what poor faindka actually 
fpeod oo food ov« i period of tto* do not ixitL 

Whji SSA p<jWi»hed iu poverty triieria, Jt tnnoyoced 
that they were A;^fdpr1|tc tor fenenj overall evahiitloiv 
but (kH luitable (or vie as ^vkhial cdierta of seeds. 
Poticy-tfialetf procDpOy ptoce«dc<i t6 t|ji6re thU wtrohtt 
aM utilised the criteila (o detenbbW abda! program leope 
and eti|ib0ity. proooiod revUlng the o<i|faul »eaittt« 
in to reflect 1965 Informatiofl oa family food coo- 
sumptha ptttemt whJch would hive resulted ta raiilfl< 
the bdex by at least 10%. $SA evta luggrsted iavestlgat^ 
ioa ahemale modch of iacomc ade<iuicy based od ftctort 
other than food, The response of the Burtiu of the Budfcl 
(DOW OMd) vas to aba&doA any aoilysb of the poverty 
measure white uslgning oo other a^eocy respofuibutty for 
itvi^l h. 

As a result* the eotapodeoti of (he povertv level have 
remaiodd ffoteo shice ue beglfuiiot, afthoufh each year 
an adjustiueat Occuh to tefkct price chaiigcf Id all Heas 
(oo( merely food> conuioed lathe Coosiuner Pika bdea 
(CM). 

lb? po\erty measure wOu)d be bad etKKi|!h wtrt It ap- 
Dtied lit afly ooe utoath ;o determioe who b needy, but, 
Instead, It h Vied oo an aiiaual basis and there^ over* 
IoqIi mimoni oi people who fall below it for weeks or 
moothf at a tone durinf a glvea year, ibe t/cth is that (he 
proper measdfc. b ao( the cost ol buyiof iowi tiitd set 
of goods aAd servkes, but rather the cost of partklpaticf 
In a social add ecooooik system that continuousty trans- 
forms hixurkt Into necessities. 
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App«ndb( 3 

t9$8 R«eomminditiont of th« fiMrd of Inquliy 
Into Hun|«f ind M«l nutrition In Uio Unitod Stitit 

A. iVre mu>t be i ccmnUtmefit by (be luto to iIk 
proeofi'ioa tlui every cblkj b«i tbe Hghe to ifl *dequtt« 
dkl. Whti i5o wt meift by i '«c>liMni^iH'^ W$ .oeu 
BKXC U)4A i tUkrrwDt by ihe IVeikje^t, otf thtf prttmble 
<4 • liir. We meta th»t (hen be ta 0^ial»d ie| 6| hw« 
uxi eucutiH jMliCkt (riin«^ Id ftchi«ve ibis pb]ective. 
Wbii Ift <w rtodcJ? a b i»o( tbe federaj ihU-pov^rty 
protrta, whkh hai be«a i fftki tnd vthiabW force bi>t 
b«s tKVff rtpreie.Bied in ictual comfflitment to ertdicatc 
(Kyvcrty. CKir mode!, bukad Is t coouiittmeDt toch u we 
made lo upAod lodvotrial iAd farm productSod durUt| 
WofM Wax II; to Mplore ipace tod place a maa on tbe 
mooA; 0^ to bm1d t gifaotk lotentite bl|hway ly^teta. 
la contrast* there bat 60t be«B to this tealury « compi* 
rabk toounitmeirt to i s^ial or biimaAe ebd. Whb a reH- 
Utk and tiocere leose ot rtiotve, we mu^t uy that aU our 
cbfldren iball eat wtM. 

B. There most be a riraitaiiy re4o^itc commiuneot Id tbe 
propoiittoo that eveiy »duH shall have the tauai to obUio 
$A kdn^uate dkt Had vc met, oc' were to nneet, tbe 
solcffla proffibe ti (he Empk>yioeiit Act of 1946, (Ms 
coomptmefH woutd today be a reiJity for iU ejicept the 
pcrmtacptly tad t^oporarity ttheaptcyabte: 

Stc. The Coefitu declatet diat k is the 6o6- 
tiDuIof pcticy %ai respoai^dHy ol th« federal Opver> 
{oeac to toe an practicable oeaiK ^ . , ^ the purpose of 
crca^l »od ttabtalalsf /. . cooditioas under whkh 
there wlfl be afforded osefol enptoyfloeDt opporlunitki, 
ioclvidiai setf-emptoymeflt, for tbos< ^le, wUUflg, aod 
lecbtflg 10 work, aod to promou maxintum employ- : 
meal, prodoctkM, aod purcbastflg powef . 

Sf<. 10^2. (a) The fre^itt shall tfusmit to the 
Cofl|res« od Uter Uiaj^ Jmvuy 20 tt each ytaf M 
eccoomic report forth ... a program foe cajry- 
lAg out the poBcy declared to lectin 1021 o( thJs title, 
tbicthei with «\)ch tecom>tteodaao(H M ktUUtlpa as 
he f^iy de^ iiecessa/jr ^ deti^e> 
this Is IK im^i< prpmbe, |od, above aU, America 
must Uke teikwsiy ks prooUses to itself for otherwise 
there ctA b« ito aatkwal seU-respect When we speak here 
of • rcaotve thM evtor adoh be enabled lo p^twlde food 
(or himself a^d his depeodeots. we arc asklag the iu()0& 
vA merely to make, but to keep, its promises. 
» » f 

Toiheseeods^weptoposethefodowhtl- We do so. bow* 
ever. do< in the spirtt of ioststinf on the specifics of any 
single prograiiw but rather In (he spirit of saylflg that no 
measures of less leriousaess than tocse we propose here 
wid, we beKeve, accomplish what must be dooe. The 
govenmeatal study of hunAcr aAd msloutritioa now 
uoderWay add aMy dirccled by the V. S. iHiblic Health 
Service will give good cout^l, and in particular, win 
pro^ further guidaoce to (he program needs wt have 



addressed ourselves to by Recommeodations 11 U> XtV 
bcfow. But (hat s(udy cannot realistically be ekpecied to 
be completed before tbe clote of 1968, al the earliest, lOd 
there Is an emergency 90w and the need for emergeocy 
•ctiod. 

I 

Because ooe-fifth of th^ ho«jjehokii of the United States 
bive d>ets determined by the V. S. Depirtment of Agtl< 
^huife 10 be '>?oc**i 

Because In households i i km iocome levels, 36 percent 
subsist Od "poor** died; 

Because the Departmeoi of A^^ulture has found that 
the diict of Ameikans has i 'cterloraied since \W; 

Because our study has sh mti that the re trt M counties 
of the Uttiied State* In wbi ji conditions »re so distressed 
u 10 warrant a Prts^ntbi d«c1aratioa naming them as 
hunger areaa, and these cjunties havclbeen named and 
sufficiently described In this report; 

Becau$< «n evidence fa<l>cates that (be worst o^ all health 
eoodltiott exist among migrant farm laborcn and on some 
Indian reservatSoos; 

Because evidence mo«LnU that diet dcBciendes I4 early 
chOdhood cause trteversible organic and psychoSog^al 
brain damltge; 

Because • civilittd people, that has the means, does not 
wait (or famine and mass starvation fat order to protect Its 
children and its Weak; 

Ai^ floatty, because the very existence of the coodttioos 
found by the Department of AgHculiure, as well as our 
study, b coodusive evidence mat exiting federal food 
programs are terribty insufficient 

We can uppo the Preddent lo: 

^-declare that a oaiiooal emergency ex^ v 

-institute Emergency fodd pfograms within these tiO 
hunger counties, at mlgfaiU farm camps, ind. after eoo- 
suhatics r^ith tribal ^ ncils, 00 Klected Iti^tA leservt- 
tioas; alt this to be dooe u the firsi ear^st effort of • 
ftatipoal resolve (0 di^Ml htrngen 

—use all available statutory luthority and funds including 
(h« odder Section 32, P,h. 320 74th Coogresi customs 
reoeipcs; under emergency food and medical appropria- 
tioos tftcelpts) for the Of^ of Economic Opportun- 
ity. aAd Under the 1967 Soda] Security Amendments 
pfOvMidg for federal partkipaiioo lo needy families with 
chiMren fo order to astuit completely ade<)ua(e food 
programs In these coundes; 

—ask Congress for immediate enactment of such other 
powers and appropriations u he needs; 

—use abo In these places (he lutborUy and ^mds provided 
under the federal food programi, lo the extent that 
doins 10 win not take funds away from other areas; 

^-report to the people by September 196S the numbers of 
needy people reached Sn these counties, the number yet 
unreached (if there be any) and the eutritioi^al t-k* 
* <)uac> of I'ift diets provk5ed for all these programs; 
— report, at the same time, plans for longer range pro> 
grams. 
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l« QUI vkw* thoM Vottg^r r»ngt pfotrimi ftiusl etnfcf Kt 
provUoos At comprebemive and u coocrcie as tbc fol. 

• « « 

II 

F«<kn] (cod pfo^tms should be available lo the ocedy 
oT «vciy localicy tmi (KH depend on local of state 
option. Sute tikl/of local go^enuneiiu ihould be able, 
howcvef , k> ptt-<m^ admlnlslratkxi o( tbc food program 
00 prc4eDUtk>tt o( certifiable pUits, and wiiMn the federal 
pfograrm there ibouM be, in fact, tome tiruuKla! Induce- 
meat to cacourage tb^in to do so. No tuch p^aA should be 
approved, however, unti] «eU advtnised pobtk hearing, 
at times and placet coDvenient to probable benefkiarks. 
have beefli held^ idd ao fUn should be cenif>ed that does 
ad lAchide an expcditioui procedure for appeals by a 
penoo from « state or local action lo the designated federal 
authority, which ihould be, we think, either the Office of 
Ecooomic Opportunity or the Deptrtmeftt of Health, Edu- 
catkw, and Welfare. 



Ill 

The ba&k federal food progr&m Uiould be the tree Food 
Stamp Program, as dcKKbed below. The commodity dis- 
tribijtioo program should be idely a surplus di5tr9>utioa 
program, providing surphis commodities, whed available, 
lo food stamp holders at prices weU below prevailing retail 
prkei. As b tK)w the case, ccmmodiiies should also be 
made available to cect^Q hospitals and other organized 
tnstitudoot. 



IV 

Eligibility for food stamps shoukj be keyed Co tncotne, 
depeiideDts, and medical expenses. The formula, in the first 
place, should be based oo the resohe that diets meeting 
the cu*Trit standards of the Recommended Dally Allow- 
anct shall be made obtainable. This formula, tn the lecood 
place, should bear some negative relationship to the same 
factors of the federal income tax. 



V 



At levels lel by law, penons should become eligible for 
varying quantidet tiampt without further investigation. 
We thbk alt beads of househcMs or noo-dependem adult 
individuals should be rt<)uired to Tile a sUnphHed fe<leral 
income t*x rt!»»m {a lo require wouki, uovtuinly, neces- 
sitate that free and dignif>ed assistance, through the Post 
Office or o<her agency, be made available to those unable 
to do the chore themselves). A perforated voucher could 
be attached to the return, and the eligible individual couM 
simply present U, after endorsement by the offKial receiv- 
ing his income tax return, to the designated food stamp 
official in order to receive his stamps. Enforcement c4 



tnith-leUing wogld rest — as with the Income tax — with 
the Internal Revenue Service, using sample checb. 

VI 

An eligible person should, therefore, receive more or 
fewer stamps depending on need, $ince the cr^tcrioa Is 
need, there would be, conseoueotly, no reason that th< 
recipk&l pay anything il all for the stamps lo which he 
or she U entitled. 

VII 

A readily accessible means of reporting negative changes 
should be provided, so that a person becoming, for 
example, unemployed or incurring heavy medical costs, 
can establish or enlarge his eligibility during a vear. Again, 
an affidavit system should be used, with truth-telling en- 
forced by the Internal Revenue Scrvke. 

VIII 

The aim being to achieve ^equate diets, the law thovid 
recognize the special dietary needs of pregnant women, the 
aged. Infants, the skk. and perhaps others. Such persons 
should have their stamps adjusted upwards tn monetary 
value, and this i.vuld be done most simply on the basis of 
a {^yskianH or public health nurse's endorsement 

IX 

In furtherance of the retoKe that every child have an 
adequate diet, we believe that ichocA lunches should be 
available to every child enrolled In pubhc, private, or pa- 
rochial schO(^, up to and including t2th gr^, u Well is 
in kindergarten, Headstart or omer prc-schbol centers, 
nursery school, and day care centers. The hmches would 
have lo conform to federal nutritional standards, the pltrt- 
nership betvbeen the federal, state, and kxa! authorities 
might well be od the basis of the federal government pro- 
viding an the food, with states and local authorities admin- 
istering the program (subject to an approved federal plan, 
which, as above, contains an tppeal procedure and Is 
adopted only after hearings), and absorbing alt adminis- 
trative costs (including that of tramportatiofl and storage 
of food within the state). State and/or local particlpatioo 
should be encouraged hy effective use of such devices as 
tax offsets or reduced grants-to'aid, 

If other social purposes of government require that fam- 
ilies who can afford u> pay for lunches do so. then such 
payment should be provided for In a way that respecu the 
sensitivities of children and their parents, and b admintstra' 
tivety ^mple. To this end, we suggest consideration oi a 
system of non transferable h»nch stamps which would be 
the only currency acceptable for federally supplied lunch«s. 
which would go to food stamp recipients along with their 
other stamps and which could be purchased by other par- 
ents at the issuingoRice. 
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School hiocbc* coaW appfoprUtelv b« w^d iot pnxfcot 
e)ipcr^«ati w)iK ihe D4lit«biticy arj Qutnt»oaal cnective* 
ocu o( vx&lkd iorMM foods; U thildrca found t Kking 
k)f 0>«[n. I tnarlct for thote o( proven autritioAft) v«ju« 
mi|M dcveJop. 

XI 

Ejthcf ihe DcpftrtdKDt of HcftliS, &jMttk>^ ind Wet- 
fart o< the CXfic* o( EcOQomlc Opportunity »bogU be di- 
reeled 4Ad funded to employ ind louodly tnOa a Urge 
number ot food iiAinp redpieots (pcrb«p« Ui a ratio of one 
trabet to every 50 ledpkaU) as puirfUoD aod beaith care 
cxtenalofl workers amoAf (he poor. Atain» th£ lUtei or 
local |ovcmmeoti ahould be eocouraied by lome fiAaAcial 
IndvKemeQt to pec-empi ihU program oa submlttkm of a 
«rtifiib)e plan, approved tfter public hearing. 

XII 

Uiic^ luch 6me as the Presldcot b able to report lo the 
country that oo homehokls (or ocly th In^gttiftcaAi fium- 
bcf ) hiL%t diets thai (aB bek>w Um Deportraeot of AgricgV- 
txife'i cfiiecfofl nf "good", and ihal fcderat assbUtwe Is ao 



lo<!ig«r a {acioc la kteptag them at that kvel, custom rt- 
cetpts under Sectkm 32 thould be cnade available u re- 
quired (0 supplement other approprUtlods (or the food 
aeeds of the poor. 

XIII 

Medicaid graduate, and aurstog ichools bow give tiloa- 
{shingly little attention to the diagnoftis and ueatment of 
enalautritioD, or to an undentaMbg ot its causes ind cf« 
fecU. They shouM gjve much more, aad the federal govern- 
ment and (ounda(k>ns should finitKe at the Khoob and in 
their 0W1S centers far mote research and (rtialng in this 
arts. 



XIV 

Finally, we do hope and urge that private orgaAlutions 
cooceroed with human welfare will address thenuelves to 
this most elemental of all of humanity*! pr<4)lerQi and that 
each will find within lu purposes aod resources its own dis- 
tinctive eoatributJoo; and iKaC all ihe«< orgarUzatk^is will, 
as pArt of their cootn'bulkw, contlouousfy moci\ot and 
evaluate governmental programs, to (his end, and as a 
first step, we thatl ourseKes distribute our principal find- 
ings and our tecommendatioas to groups representative ot 
the naiion'a poor. 
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(^ilrman PerIcins. Our ne^ct witness is Mr, Straus, 

SttutJB* ThatJk you, Mr. Chairman. I have two statements, 
pai-t I and part II, which I would like to insert n the record ^ one. 

Chairman PbSkins. Without objection both will be inserted In the 
record, 

{Statements follow:) 

Stateucnt Of Lewis B. Straus, PRESioENt, National Cbiu> NuTBtTioN 

Proiect: Part i 

Mr, Chairman, my iiftme k Lewis Straus and I am president of the Nf^tlonal 
Child Nutrition Project, a Federally supported non-profit cjorporatlon which 
$e«lc8 to Increase participation in child nulriUon programs, particularly among 
children from low-income families. lo 1971 and 1972, I served as school lunch 
director for the State of New Jersey. . 

Since this committee has been instrumental in broadening the scope and 
eflfectiveness of child nutiitlon proftramsi I would like to urge it this afternoon to 
take action which once and for an will guarantee that every school child shall 
haye prompt access to a nutritions lunch, no matter whAt school he may be 
attending. 

Public Law 91-248. enacted in 1970, provided an excellent administrative and 
financial mechanism for getting lunch to those children attending schools which 
elected to participate in the National School Lunch Program. Roughly 23,000 
schools did not oner their students lunch In mid4970; today, after three years of 
exhortation, approximately 16,600 schools are still not taking part in the lunch 
program. These schools enroll about 6,000,000 children, of whom at least twenty 
percent--or l,O00,OO(H-are needy, 

Moreover, there has been a marked slowdown In the rate at which schools are 
entering the lunch program. Between October 1970 and October 1971, 4.^36 new 
schools were approved for participation. During the next twelve months, from 
Ocotber 197J to October 1972, only 2,02a new schools chose to enter the program. 
This trend Is ominous, for it suggests that the era of rapid school lunch expansion 
may be ending. 

At present, our hopes for further lunch expansion rest on the goodwill of Federal, 
state, and local program authorities. We are assuming that their beneficence, 
joined to ever-increasing amounts of financial assistance, will do the job. I am not 
so sure. 

Section U of the National School Lunch Act calls for the submission of a state 
plan, due each January 1 and requiring the approval of the Secretary of Mri- 
culture, as a prerequisite to the receipt of Federal funds and commodities. This 
plan Includes a description of the way the state education agency Intends to use 
child nutrition funds to furnish ft free or reduced-price lunch to every needy 
child. It also contains a narrative of the state's strategy for extending the lunch 
program to every school in the state. 1 prepared a state plan, and it met all the 
formal criteria for an acceptable document. But since intransigent school districts 
were no less stubborn upon completion of the plan, it was evident that fine words 
were futile If not backed by a clear legislative mandate to feed all children. 

Five million children await such a mandate. Their plight has been heavily 
publiclied in Philadelphia, in Boston, and In Cleveland ^ but it is no less palpable 
In Sa^naw, In Bayonne, and In Egg Harbor City. Some of these children were 
first graders when Public Iaw 91-248 was enacUd. In two months they 
will enter the fifth grade, and they are still malnourished, still lethargic* still 
forgotten. 

1 stronglv support the extension of the school Iqnch program to all public 
schools, which you propose in Section 14 of H.R. 4974. I would suggest four 
changes however* 

1. Th'e date by which a school food authority presently operating one or more 
lunch programs is required to operate the program In all schools should be a^^-* 
dancea to Jun^ 30, 1974. Once the basic structure of a school food authority is In 
place, rapid program expansion throughout a school district is feasible. . ^ 

2. The lunch program should be extended to all schools by September 1, 1974. 
Assuming enactment of this bill prior to the end of 197S, there will be adeouate 
stiff and budgetary planning time to begin lunch programs at the start of the 
1974-76 school year. ^ • ■ ■ V * 

'■W^^^i, This program extension should encompass all schools, whether or not th^re 
^ 1^ any children in attendance who qualify for f ree 6r reduced-price lunches. I 



recpmpiend this tnodlflci^tlon for two wwons. First, the nutHtlonal and social 
b^neatft of the lunch program^are Important enough to warrant ltd Intrusion in 
schools enrolling children of^lOl economic levels. Second, I would not envy the 
pMition of the one child o^ ftve chfldren or even fifty children whose low family 
Infcpme forced a recAlcitrant sehoo) fward to b^gln a program H detested. 
: - 4, FlnaUy. I would hone that It is oonstltuUonally permissible to provide the 
wneflts guaranteed in tUs section to children attending non-publio schools, We 
know thAt such schools are bv no means the exclusive province of the financially 
weU-tMo or of the nutritionally privileged, ' 
Thank you, 

SxATEWfiNt or Lewis B. Straus: Part 11 

♦.^'i.^*^fi"*^vf ^^^'^ to take thle opportunity to address myself also 
to the serious prpblema.now be^w>ttlng the Summer feeding program. 

The summer feeding program, or Section 13 aa it Is f&o khowti, Is one of the 
meet Important pro^ma run during the summer In our inner city ind poor rural 
^J^.^J^^^'^'^ \? WvldeJ^ to needy children who are. recipients of free 
and reduced prl<je school lunches and breAkfasts during the refeular school year, 
but who lack this nutrttlobal aaSiStabce during the summer months when achool is 
not In seeslon* . 

^ To^ay thi< program is st^gnatlntt, althouab less than 20 percent of the children 
who receive fre^ or reduced price Tunches d^ng the school year are reacKed by 
♦hU urogram during the summer. The Department of Agrtc»H«AtA ehould be taking 
steps to enjure that this program reaches more of theee needy children. How- 
ever, the Department has moved— through hew regulations published in May^ 
to remove some children Md sites from the program and to cut back pfa 
the amouijt of food pjovSded to nva;>y children ren^^ - . 

Befcr<^ e^ntng th^ new regulatloha, let jpSe briefly revTew^he history of 
last lUoAmer'a program. Last ye^o^ CpngrgBs lyiade available liO.e'mlUion for thia 
^ f^.h"^^ y?^cf^^<^"f**%5?J^^^^ than $«9 million of.these 
•?'^«?xy^^uy^^/i?^4i Several mlUldn needyjohUdreh who might have be^n 
reach^wehtjm^ided W t^ propam, while 6v$r 40 p^rc^t of the available funds 
* were ret unjed to . the JWeraf T^s^^ . . , x 

. f^K^^ f^M^i^S?! Q^rtatfly USpA> faUure to Inform state and local offlciala 
Of funding lexeta until late May-and In aome caw^^mid or late Jui^^pUyed a 
maior role In toMbitlng program growth, Th^ late funding notifloAtlOn-made It 
vlrfuaUy impossible fo? officials In many cities to plan-adeouately for smooth and 
efficient operations In the early weelta <rf the aummer, and dissuaded cautious 
state directors and looal agencies from undertaking vigordus outreach efforts until 
It was too lat^ to acjdiiew sites to the program. . 

RAtter tbin striving to Prevent a recurrence ct this unfortunate phenomenon, 
however, VSpA>gaIii fiJled thU year tp provide propam sponsors with afkythlng 
eveii approaching an adooUate amount of lead-time. The neV final ^eguliIUons for 
this program were publlsW on May 8, Just a few.short weetTbefore program 

*.V?iY^a^/^*H.^Y?*^®^^ Congressional bearings, 

and in y^DA pubUcatloAs that adeouatejead-jume Is eesentlal to ensure a succelj- 
M tfuxAmt feeding program. If USdA Officials ire truly.commlt ted to making this 
important program a euc^ew, then they ahould have m^cle sure that th^ regulations 
were.out several months #ai*H^« . . . ^ 

U|PA officials omii.Wk of "abuses'* and "violations'? in this phJgram, but 



? large Pf^pentage of tte^aSeg^ Infractions result froth the difficulty of setting up a 
,Ugh,ay,nm Pw&^am In sforefronU t>arW. play streets, and Rousing pro]e<it«^in 
?rlJ^ fS^ ^ ^gbten un'^ q»thii program asit sak tbeS 

it should publish its regulations and make final funding decisions at a muc^ earlier 
date. TWs— ^md not dracojolan measures tl^t elimlnato children and sites from the, 
pro»am--m the, nef^^ fof V8DA officials to Uke, Instead/ by 

waiting until May, l/9pA has as^wd yet f^nother sfMnmer of last minute planning 
tod cohfusion, Inevitable Irregularities in the early part of the summer, and in* 
iwlevjuate outreach efforts to locate new sites apo^iors and l^rji^g mo^, children 
l^tg w ^rog^aJn. , ^. ^ n . . ^/ 

Even ijiore dimagijig Is tho content of these new regulations. Uii summer/ 

0OO|0(wsupperS| and 13.0 ^oiUion i 
gr|tm? 3*l^ese meals iccbunted for 
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l*^^PP9t JPon$or», the new rejiaatlow wJpe out Ml meMs except lunch. The 
rtlWiUoj^^ the br*AkfftA pattern. lUte that a supplement can only be 

Wfyw WMn the same children ate preeent at a «lte for more than 5 hour$, and that 
a IWrd meM cAft only be 8er\cd at fttte^i where the fitame children remain for over 
8 hours, . 

This meap^ that a .aite at which children a^e present from 11:00 to 4:15 can 
serve lunch at 12:00 and a supplement at 2r30; but that a site at which children 
arenreeent frem U ;00 to 3:00 would not be allowed to serve anything at 2:30. 
; This new^ regulation talces food away frona children all across the country at a 
time when splraling food prices may be causing therft to get less food at home. 
In Newark, in my own etate ot New Jersey, thousands of children received break-- 
fasts $e well as lunches last summer. This year, these children either receive only 
a lunch, .or at best a supplement in addition to lunch/ In Lois Angeles, tens of 
thoufancs o)V children who received meal supplements In addition to lunches 
last year have been denied anything more than a lunch this summer. 
, This cutuck of breakfasts, suppers^ and supplemenU-*com!ng at a time when 
OoMfress has Instructed USD A to expand the school breakfast program— is 
putsiing' But it is not unintended. An Internal USDA memo explaining the pur- 
poses of the new regulations, and prepared early last winter for then Aj^slstant 
uSDA Secretary Richard Lyng, flatly states that $k major goal of the new regu- 
lations to ^to /'permit the service of only one meal per day per chUd, except in 
unusual circumstances." 

I ask the Committee to consider what purpose these new meal restrictions 
could be designed to serve— except to save money. 

Cutting back on breakfastSi supperSi and supplements should save TJSDA S2 
million 6r more over last summer's expenditures* But last summer over $21 
miUlon in program funds went xinspent. Is the Administration attempting to 
spend even less on this summer's programT 

I do not know the answer te this questloni but I de know that when a negotiat- 
ing team for the National teague of Clties^V-S. Conference of Mayors, of which 
I was IV member, objected to thia aspect of the proposed regulations In meetings 
with USDA administrators last March, we were told that they bad to operate 
under "budgetary constraints." Thto is a most peculiar statement, In light of the 
fact that the Administration requested and Conj^resa has now t^assed an appro- 
priation of $50.6 million again for this promm; Perhaps the Committee would 
wish to investigate whether the Office of Management and Budget has actually 
targeted It tower figure for the program^s expenditures and has helped direct a 
form of impoundment by regulation in order to keep program expenditures In 
the $25-$35miUjon range. ^ i- k » 

Other aapeota of the new regulations pose equally serious problems. The Labor 
Department announced last Friday that wholesale food and farm prices for 
June were percent above June 1972 levels. But USDA ha^ refused to 
raise last year's reimburaement rates— for either the summer program or the 
year-round day care feeding program that la also part of Section 13--by a single 
penny. - ^ 

This refusal to raise reimbursement rates (which should again be considered 
in the light of last summer's $21 million surplus) has had widespread repercussions. 
In New York City, all but a handful of New York City's 32 community school 
districts have refused to come into the program this summer, largely because the 
60 cent reimbursement rate for Type A lunches is too low to cover expenses. 
Thousands of New Ydrk children are left out of the program as a result. 

In Baltimore, city omclals reported in May that they would have to downgrade^ 
their menu sweclflcatlons slgninc^tly--proYldifig a le^ appctijlng meal^to 
within the 60 cent liifilt. And Just last week, 6fBclals of the Detroit Task Force 
oh Hunger and Malnutrition reported a significant increase over last summer In 
theliumber of lunch<^ being thrown i^iy by children this summer. These officials 
report that the food is of pooifer duality ai|<) that, in addition, the portiena ot some 
items have been t^uced. All this is to say within the oO cent level/ the sat^^ level 
used In the sumfter$ of j>oth 1071 and W2, during an era 6f much lower food costs. 

Still other asj^tl of the t^ew regulations bAve limited program |rowth; abd in 
some ca^es caused th^ elimination of existing ^ites and sponsor^ from the prdgranij 
tJSDA requfremenU that Sj^nsors must nave afl8davlts from eSch' parent in 
areas where sponseni cant^ot m&ke a blanket statement that every tndivtouai child 
quallfles— even thbugh the' site tAkf be located la a Model Cltieil area or a housing 
prolicV— have eUmin%led site^ frt>m the program in mi^nV states: Mayor Stephen 
MaV (R) of Rocheet^if>eif>orted last weekTfiafabobt 2iJ%t>f all the fe^gVtea 
In m City have been required to secure Individual affidavlu Uiid^r thtt hfew 
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J«iyi«mea*» .wd M A result, all juch »lt«) have dropped from the program. Nearly 
Wo *ho>^nd cWldren who were Wrved without pKblem U3t «ummi* have been 
' aVL^hf^S?^EL^**i:ii'^^?.*'®'^ ^J?*^.*' cltltt have pointed out. affidavits are 




^^^f^ beglnalng of the suirtmer is proving^e^tfemely iu^^^^ 

'Kntt?^t^ fflXfff^ '"^^"^ ''"^^ ^^^^^ 

L new rwtrictIpn 'oontAin^ In the May 8 regulations U the requlre- 

■ S^^L^w^jKiWftJ'lh^^^A*'' documentatloti can be produced 

K*.lK^V*v^^^fc^' the children are e irible ht free and reduced pHce school 
iT^m^nl A^""?!'??^ '*^«¥ with woiking mothew, doeumeatation 
l4 <UfflcUlt to produce and the new 60 oereent requ&ement Us eUmlnated sltci In 
ftuch feratfeiatea ^ New Jersey, l^loHda, ini New MeSS) 

In Florid^, state school lunch director George Hockenbery report* that the 
'tJjKf^^i jequlrement penaUies Intemted schools. The percentage of children 
eUrible fpf free or reduced pHce school lunches at schoolsTocated In poor areas 
SnlfeV^H*!^'^ via cross-town busing is frequently less than 50 percentThus a 
S^?lll5 Integrated schools that qualified as summer feeding sites in previous 
years have now been eliminated from the program, ^ 

CA|»*S| MODEL CITlEai AND NTO 

w^\?J^i^^ ^h^^i ^ add^ one other major development- 
the cutbacks fa Neighborhood Youth Corps, Model Citle* and som^ community 
tlt^^ ^^^^ Progrftma. Many of the sponsoring agencies and much 6f the man- 
power to run n\xDm^ feedfag operations tn paat years came from tbeee three 
proj^ame. 

V^^}j^ the effect^cf theee cutbaeka U added to the effect of the new testricUve 
l^SSS^''^ .^.f'^*'*^^^^^^*^ subsUntlals On June 25, the Senate jSele^jt Com- 
Sfe.t'l^ii^^"^ And Human Ne^jds sent out a nueetionnalre to state direotj»w 

PfOttam. tte teeultd from the 14 eUte( m 
nave answered to date aw not encouraging. ^ r, ^ 

Iow>, Indiana, New Mesdco, Colorado, Minneiota, tni Wyoming report fewer 
^^^^ ^<^^Jons thiJn last summon The cltlef ofSt; PaS, 

D^i Molijefi, Denver, and fflout City. Iowa— among othert-^have eliminated or 
;±itS^Htf y rcdu Wthelr pro«rams;6ficlaU.in FIdrfda anTMichigan reporUfew 
smailer clUcs also dropping ouTof the propraia to their states. fv* v 

Mr. Chairman, we mu«t remember thatjhl^ Is a program that 1$ barely scratch- 
Ing the surface of the toed that is in the country a program that fa wholly 
nf^l^i^itu?''^^ compared to School Feeding Programs. TWs is a program that 
left miUion unspent last summer and should be greatly expanding, not stag- 
nating or contracting* 

Utfi BE!lfBtlia£lllCNTe 

..2^L^^JS^^^ ^ ^P.V'*' K^^^ concerns USDA's practice of keeping spon- 
sors and vendors w^tlng months for reimbursement. A survey tak^ by Mr. 
Leonard/s Community Nutrition Institute In late March, 6 nionths after last 




j«% oj tne Atlanta me 
|helj()s Angeles meals. 

This faUure of USDA to pay lU blUs within a reasonable period of time dis- 
courages program expansion, and works severe hardship on smaU and minority 
i^ttt^^ companies who have^cajh fiow problem Ai^d have to borrow money 
lf^)crest rat^ to p^y for the food they ordertd and servedln the prowam. 
*»ToS?^ V^^ yP^^ ^*J91 e^rftP e» one sm^all vendor, had to borrow t J 10,000 
^^^^ $5SC?^a°8* lV>P^ summer's operation Six months 
^rJJ^"^ summer, USDA still had not paid $15iW00, amounting to 
40% of this vendor^s reimbursement. As a result, when the banks called In their 




WJ?.PP^^. «ummer— managed to survive but took quite a beating from 
ilrrA*. «>^tlnual delays In paying Its debts. If such dilatory practices continue, 
we will inevitably see an Increasing share of the summer feeding program faUing 
to tho*e few large food service coDglomerates that can more easUy atlord to wait 
for their money. 



Chairman PiKKiNs. Thank YOU very much. 

Mr. StUAVS. I will bripf. It is very late and I will say what needs 
to be said rather rapidly^* 
r'M-l have cottie mosUy to sneak about section 14 of H.R. 49^74. Section 
14 extends the school lunch prograni to schools. For 2 years I was 
school lunch dhreo tor of the State of Jersey and I saw how difficult 
it is to extend the program to schools which are. recalcitrant or in 
6the{ ways intransigent, I would Uke to U>\\ a story, if 1 might, of the 
difficulty of reaching those ^3,000 schools. - 

Three years after Public Law 91-248 there are still In this country 
16.000 schools not partlcipath)g in the schbol lunch program^Five 
million students are enrolled in those schools, and roughly 1 mllHon of 
those children are needy. In my home State of New Jersey there are 
roughly 960 public schools in the program. They enroll more than half 
a million chudren, and roughly 100,000 of those children are needy, 
There is a city by the name of Egfe Harbor City ha southern New 
Jersey that lies 20 miles west of Atlantic City. You couldn't find it 
unless you were lookinc for it. It is of! all main roads, but people on 
the way to the boardwalk often pass by it, and I have passed by it and 
entered it. 

In 1970 several citizens in Egg Harbor City asked for a school lunch 
program. The school board responded— -this wan In the spring of 
1970-r*by faying there is no need in Eeg Harbor City. One year later 
the same group of citizens spoke to us m Trenton at the office of food 

Srogram administration, wmch I headed. And they brought me up to 
at^ on what had happened in Egg Harbot City over the past year 
and told me of their future intent. They intended and later did prepare 
a lengthy statemenl to which was appended the names of 100 sup- 
porters of the school lunch program and presented this to the board 
of education informally, When this petition was presented, the board 
announced through its president bformally to the leader of the group 
that this petition was not to be formally presented to the board or the 
petitioners would no longer receive credit at the town's only appliance 
store. 

The town's only appliance store was owned by the president of the 
board of education, Those who did not receive credit at the town's 
appliance store cannot have their appliances repaired in Egg Harbor 
cSty, because only appliances bought at that store can be repaired by 
that appliance dealer. Once again the board said there is no poverty 
b Egg Harbor City. And I said at that time to the citizens^ gfoup, 
"Let^ take a look at the title X application," which showed^ the 
following; It showed that there are two sehools h Egg Harbor C»ty; 
one enrolled 312 students and another enrolled 280 studente. - ^ 

The one that enrolled 312 studenU had 78 children who came from 
families receiving idd to dependent children. The sphool enrolling 280 
children had 62 children who come from families receiving aid to de- 
pendent children. So, from enrollment of 692 children 120 were eligible 
to receive aid to dependent children, and hence would be eligible for 
free lunch in New Jersey. / ' . . , . 

Several months later another appeal was made, and f^t this time it 
was the vice president of the board of education who blocked m ex- 
tension of the lunch program. I must add that the vice president of 
this board— it is a five-member board— owned the luncheonette near 
the high school, one of the two schools b that city» 



The point I am ttyina to ittake h there has come a point now wherei 
after 3 years of lot^nsive effort, those schools that have wanted to 
enter the pfpgram have entered it. Those that are no longer in the 
X program need the kind of squeeze that a Federal mandate requires 
un^ y**"' ^ consider section 13 as an integral 

Part of this bill. You have suggested some changes in the statement. 

J^i: f^^*^ rather not elaborate on that how. 
«f S?.. ThAnk you very much. Let me compliment all 

yo" gentlemen for outstanding statements. I wi$h I had more time. 
1 have several questions. ■ 

h.zl'u^^t' ^ Pffsunje you are famUiar with the final regulations that 
formulated by the Department of AericultuM on the sup- 
plemental nutrition program for infanta and mothers; Do you feel that 
the regulations have been written w that participating agencies will. 

iV^\V^ f'*''^ y^^l ^« ^ »"PPlr the data-part kuB 
evaluation data--on the effecU on infanta of supplemental feeding? 
' £w *>.ril«u®' the evaUiation is a loag-rwige program to determiS 
cZr.tt «h"<''^« l»»ve been sunplied witli supplemental foods 
compare to a control group which dlcl not partake olthe prograi^? 

Dr. Paiob. I have not seen the fhial written version, although 1 
^MuTa ''Sr ^^^^^^fi the reculaUons with se^eralTfups 
S>niS«^5 S^'^'^S^^u*'^'' ^ th«w two elementa l 

iSWn fil^ *i With respect to some of the jphysical param- 

^^n»K ifTj ^'^T*/ growth durmg the first year of fife, withfe'a 12- 
^W,.P**^°^ «ome Information can be retrieved. 

^ ^ ilK^ ^fS^r^f-^ <lon't m that dAU wUl support 
f«^,31ij i^'^^^^^^.tW wove our knowledge slgnlflcantly 

vIZ^IriAu^'^f' necessarily require long-term, multf, 

year studies, but one would hke to see at least a 3 or 4 or 6 months' 
} evaluation, and perhaps 3 to 6 

months for initial analysis. That is the first element oif resoonse. 

iv.tf^^°f ?f ^^f}' i^Ponse should include some consideration 
JLTitfu'^S ^t^M^l' and that b for a better, healthier, more 
optimally developing infant and child, and to achieve that I think wA 
need several years of observation to see that the cognitive development 
/ .11 M * ^^^^^ ^^f^^ *8 competing a bit more success- 
li A 1 i?'^^?^'"^?*' The obiective is to get a more optimally de- 
veloped baby rather than a bigger baby, because bigger Is not neces- 
sarily better, and data b the scientific literature vrill suggest that 
H!? a"Au^ P^'o^ln durmg the first years is one of the ways to ac 
complish this end. But that couldn't be determined at the end of a 
12-moQth period, 

Chairman Perkins. Thank you very much. Dr. Paige. 

Mr. Leonard, do you share my cono^m that the States will not come 
along from the standpoint of making more funds available for the 
school youncster that really needs a free lunch if we don't make more 
funds available from the federal level? And, from the standpoint of 
the middle-claw youngster, that he may be priced out of the school 
lunch program if we don't raise the reirabursdment rate? 

Uive me your views, please. You have had a lot of experience in 
the department downtown over a period of years. 

xMr. Lkovaro. Yes, I agree with youj the reimbursement r ates— 
ajldi «?ohn, I haven't had a chance to discuss this point, so we will 
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discuss this long distance, this wfty. I think there ate an awful lot of 
chaiigos to be made in the child nutrition program area. I don't think 
tbAt #e can simply sit and wait DOW and not attend to the funding 
broblem. I think unle^ thU Oongre^d does take action now, there will 
be fewer children parciclpating m the lunch program. I feel that as 
long as we are talkmg now about a national policy — ~- 

Chairman Perkins. Yes, t v.n ' 

Mr. Leonabp. Congress Is setting out these standards, that children 
in school should be provided a lunch, that therefore Congress assumes 
certain responsibiUtied to provide tlie resources to carry out that 
policy. We are cautht in a very difficult situation now, with increased 
costs because of Inflation and food shortage. It is not the best option 
to alwa)rs be increasing the amount of money that is provided. There 
has to W some better long-range solution for it. 

But we are into it now, add I don't see any other option than to go 
ahead this year to increase the general assistance level. Like you, I 
feel it ought to go up to 12 o^nt^, rather than 10, and to increase the 
special assistance. But do that in full recognition of the need to take a 
much- — - ; - 

Chairman Perkins. Broader view? 

Mr. Leonard. Broader look at it. 

Chairman Perkins. Yes, sir. ; 

Mr. Leonard. And within the 6-month period to come up with 
hopefully a more sensible policy. . ■ ^ / ■ 

Chairman PbrkinS. W^lli let nie state that I think we ne^ed to do 
just what you have suggested now. Mr. Leonard. And I will not be 
satisfied until we do take a broader look and try to improve the 
legislation constructively, just like you gentlemen have all suggested. 
I will certainly work tvith you toward that end. 

I would love to just keep right on here, but the hour is late ard we 
have a vote on the floor. Let me thank all of you on this disttaguished 
panel for your appearance here today. We will continue to work 
together to obtain the best school lunch program that we possibly 
can. 

Thank you all. ^ , 

[Whereupon, at 3;66 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon*. 
vene $t the call of the Cnair.) 



(The following mateiial was submitted for the recoid.) 

SxATEiiENt or Hon. EowAfii) I. KoOH, a REPHfieENtATivE m CoNQRW raou 
tBB StAtu or New YoRic 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to submit tWa statement Jn support of the Child 
NulflUon Act oMd73. You are to be eommefided on your efforts to extend thUd 
nutrition programs to Include a national program of nutrition education, as well 

ioW^^ effort by Introducing H.R. 71W, which If similfr to 

your H.R. 4974/ which the iMidltlon of an amendment to Section 6(b) of the 
Child Nutrition Act regarding nonfood assistance. ^ v # .wx ^kn j 

In Section 12 of H.R. 4074, there ts ^ amendment to Section 6(e) of th0 CWld 
Nutrition Act of lOM. This amendment provides that through fiscal ye^ 1976 
half of the funds appropriated for nonfood assistance must be reserved to tajst 
schools without a food service. The amendment made by thU section provides 
.that the term "schools without a food service'* Includes those schools which have 
inltlsted food service on a temporary and emergency basis and desire to establish 
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«iwfiA«^'l®/JiL??* provljlpn M U would help those needy schoola th»t have 
csUbUshed & cold food 8ervl«>, but lack the necessMy funds to putchwe coulDment 
'^l^^}?,,'^*y^ hot rneaU. there «e schooUlnmy disWcUhM Mm 
and vrould like to provide the children with hot meat. Th«e8ch<K.!8 6e?vTcW^^^^^ 
from lower soclowwnomio areas and need « 100% feder«?contr»h pu^ 
the necessary equipment. However, since they (Jready have a wid f^J slrv^ 
SlonTe)"* ^'"'^ "^ 100% W^'^^triKn 5X 

»w:w?v*VS*»*t** «P<»n,PMsage of this section, the Committed report soeclfv 
i^*^?'*^-' '<>9<1 ««^«« » temporary Semerg^^^^^^ 

rMWM.llfe.'i^f favorable consideration to amend Section 6(b) of the 
ChUd Nutrition Act to permit the Secretary to walv6 the 25% local contribution 
H^L*,^l*^t5 equipment now manda^l by law. As ^oJ to^. »m?5chS 

^ The SeewUiy of Agricultuw should Mve discretion to waive thb matching 
rcouirement In such circumstances where the echool U partJcuUrly ne&d?^ ^ 

Prc^ripUon; Food^' which depicted the problems of malnutrition and hunwr in 

.^^te^*^^'^'' <*"drcn deprived TnutrltlSwf^c^ 

suflfer Irreversible physical add mental damage. uvnvioiw looos can 

T y^^' effortA have been Instrumental In helping to correct this situation 
and I urge your consideration of these proposals. snuawon, 

Univbbsitt or OAtiroRNiA. Berkeley, 

Rep««enUtlve Carl D. Permns, 

W^mIJvSC^V* '"^ S«&«>mm»W«e on Education, 

Dear RErRESENTATivE Perkins : I appreciate very much having been Invited 
to testify in your hearings held on Wednesday, July 11. It was very imfortunat* 
my attonXw ^ - <il«Unc5 and lack of tfa" I fiU p?echided 

I want, however, to write In full support of your bill. H.R. 4974 which U 

school system. The alms and purposes of your blU are completely wltUn the 
^mmendatlons of the Panel 05Nutritfon ^ucStlon KtemeSrt anJ 

tetl*o2;a?Jl?M?l56S!^'^' '''' ^-^^""^ °^^-«». 

A special need to promote nutrition education in the United States Is the 

2i y # In addition. I feel it is very important that the Office of Education 
also have funds for a full time nutrition education speciaUst with a stSff to 
coordinate the various state programs. 

impfent^su1)jlc*^^ Interest of you and your committee in this extremely 
Sincerely yours, 

Qeobqg M. Brioos, 
Pro/mor of Nutrition, 



Caruel Clay Schools, 
Administrative OwcES, 

Mr. Elwood H. Hillis, M.O, ^'^ ^ ^""^^ ^' ^^^^ 

Congtai oj United 8t<Uei, 
WoMhingtonf D.O. 

H.M^u'f WoS *° 

edjA^t rt'th'^hVscTo^ia ^''^ 

® ^ be aUowed In the SchooU at lunch hour-aU of the 
irotk Pood ScMces have done In the pA<t will be lost. Also If School orgabltatldni 
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pill be allotted to lell thew "junk foods'* the Schools might as well clo«e their 
Kitchens and forget what they have been istrugijltiig to do about toutritloli/ ■ 

Where would be a better place to teach Nutrition thah the School lunchroom 
with the coO];>eration of administration^ pUpUs and parents of the community* 

We have spent a Kreat deal of money on eoulpment and training to make our 
School Cafeterias **tnejplaice**'^moet schools nil ve made to prepare wholes6me, 
nutritious lunches the Communities* chtldreti are fed. These kitchens have bceii 
equipped with tax dollars and most of them are trying to feed our nation's children 
the balanced diet they should be eating in their homes. Bit have parents that 
don't know what a balanced diet is and many do not even care. 

Thr^^ugh this school lunch program, It has been our goa| to teach the chlldreh so 
they win know and will learn how to eat nutritious foods that parents and grand- 
parents of these children never ever taught-^s imporiance of good ecUifig MOii$! 

I hope my pleas for omitlng ^'junk foods" from our schools will not be in vain* 

Thank you, 

Sincerely, , ^ 

Mrs. IMA BOWBB. 



